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Abstract 
 
This dissertation argues that Jewish thinking helped shape a British identity 
rooted in a secular, rather than in a religious, ethics. This identity was liberal, tolerant, 
and cosmopolitan. I show how, in response to Britain’s growing mercantile and colonial 
empire, British writers repurposed Jewish histories and political philosophy to promote 
toleration as a means of maintaining a distinctly Protestant British identity that could 
accommodate the values of non-Christian cultures. Early Enlightenment political 
theorists like John Selden and Thomas Hobbes appropriated Jewish political theory, in 
particular the Jewish understanding of the relationship between the Jewish polity and the 
State, for their own theories of government. Although they did so through the lens of 
British Protestantism, they irrevocably tied Jewish philosophy to the foundations of the 
British Enlightenment. I demonstrate how this tradition was remediated by radical 
thinkers like John Toland, and then again into more literary texts by Aphra Behn and 
Eliza Haywood, among other writers. These writers and others found that Jews and 
Judaism offered a compelling model for toleration—especially in light of the increasingly 
assimilated Anglo-Jewish community, and integrated aspects of Jewish thought, history, 
and identity into their critiques of Western philosophical and literary traditions. 
Ultimately, my project rewrites not only our understanding of how Jews became a part of 
the fabric of “Britishness,” but also our understanding of the extent to which Jewish 
thought informed British liberalism and national identity in the eighteenth century.  
I begin by examining the Jewish foundations of Enlightenment liberal theory in 
England. In chapter one, I show how, from the earliest moments of Jewish “readmission” 
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to England, Jewishness and liberal citizenship were intertwined. Jews had been banished 
from England since the thirteenth century, and were only unofficially readmitted in 1656. 
Menasseh ben Israel’s Humble Addresses to the Lord Protector (1655) uses the Jewish 
political philosophical tradition of secular citizenship to capitalize on English interest in 
Jewish thought to make a case not only for readmission, but also for a specifically Jewish 
form of the social contract based on secular ideas of citizenship. Ultimately, ben Israel’s 
Jewish social contract becomes a new methodology through which both Anglo-Jews and 
Anglo-Protestants conceptualize citizenship as a relationship of mutual obligation 
between the individual and the state. 
In chapter two, I explore how the concept of cosmopolitan citizenship evolved in 
conjunction with the assimilation of Anglo-Jews into English—later British—society. 
Rationalist philosophers, like John Toland, used alternative histories of the Jews to make 
a case for toleration, and ultimately, Jewish naturalization. I examine Toland’s Reasons 
for Naturalizing the Jews (1714) within the debates surrounding toleration and the 
naturalization of foreigners—including Jews—that preoccupied Parliament following the 
Glorious Revolution. Proponents of naturalization emphasized the pragmatic issues of 
population and economics, while the xenophobic arguments against it were largely based 
on beliefs about the essential differences among races and the superiority of the 
established Anglican Church. I argue that by reframing the history of Christianity within 
a larger, cosmopolitan ancient culture, Toland de-prioritizes Protestant Christian 
supremacy and suggests that excluding foreigners and non-Christians, especially Jews, is 
detrimental to the nation. 
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In chapter three, I turn to literary texts to establish how writers adapted Jewish 
history and political thought in service to the British cosmopolitan ideal. I begin by 
studying Aphra Behn’s translations of Bernard Le Bovier de Fontenelle in order to 
examine her radical intellectual stance and her familiarity with biblical history and Jewish 
thought. This reading underpins my analysis of Behn’s The Second Part of the Rover 
(1681) and Oroonoko (1688). I argue that Oroonoko is an assimilation narrative that 
erases Jewish difference at the expense of African slaves. Unlike the relatively trouble-
free assimilation of the Jewish “lady-monsters” (a giant and a dwarf who marry the 
heroes without having to convert) in The Second Part of the Rover, in Oroonoko Behn 
reveals the difficulties of Jewish integration into British life. By erasing Surinam’s large 
Jewish community, Behn strategically re-narrates the colony’s political and social history 
that draws a close, if implicit, connection between African slaves and Jews. In this 
respect, Oronooko reveals Behn’s concern with both Christian intolerance and the 
necessity of breaking down the false divisions of race and religion that separate Jews 
from the rest of European society.  
Chapter four considers Eliza Haywood’s early exploration of the Jewish Question 
in her amatory novella, The Fair Hebrew (1729). Reading the text against the backdrop 
of growing Jewish acculturation in the first part of the eighteenth century, I argue that 
despite its apparently virulent anti-Jewish rhetoric, the novella counterintuitively draws 
parallels between the legal and social disenfranchisement of Jews and women. Through 
what appears to be the first openly Jewish female protagonist in British literature, 
Haywood suggests that anti-Jewish stereotypes are not only hyperbolically ludicrous, but 
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also evidence of a corrupt system of authority (the patriarchal British State) that fears the 
power of the Jewish Other in much the same way that it fears female agency.  
Chapter five examines how Eliza Haywood narrativizes the controversy 
surrounding the Jewish Naturalization Bill of 1753. The bill was initially passed by 
Parliament, but the resulting hysteria and public outcry led to its quick repeal. In The 
Invisible Spy (1754), Haywood responds to this hysteria by creating a covertly Jewish 
protagonist who has the power to move unseen in British society, by virtue of an 
invisibility belt. Through the Spy’s use of the belt, Haywood explores the anxieties 
surrounding Jewish naturalization and its implications for British national identity. 
Ultimately, Haywood suggests that moral hypocrisy within British society is far more 
dangerous than Jewish natualization. In this way, Haywood’s position in 1753 extends 
her stance in The Fair Hebrew to a specifically political end. 
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 1 
Introduction 
 
When we, as early modern literary scholars, talk about Jews in seventeenth and 
eighteenth-century literature the conversation tends to follow a particular path: representation 
leads to anti-Jewish stereotypes that lead to symbolism in which Jews, much like Catholics, 
become stand-ins for Protestant concerns or political strife. For example, Michael McKeon reads 
Judaism in Eliza Haywood’s The Fair Hebrew; or, a True but Secret History of Two Jewish 
Ladies (1729) as a metaphor for the battle between the tyranny of absolutism and the rights of 
the individual.1 Finding no historical event to undergird the novella’s politics (the primary event 
of political interest in the 1720s being the South Sea Bubble, which had no overt ties to Anglo-
Jewry), McKeon finds the novella devoid of specific political application. Instead, he suggests 
that Judaism in the text represents a pervasive psychological dread resulting from religious 
absolutism of the broadest sort. Neither Judaism nor Jewishness, let alone the concerns of actual 
eighteenth-century Anglo-Jews, has any bearing on such a reading. If critics do read Jewish 
figures on their own merits, they often stop at noting the reflexive anti-Jewish characterization so 
typical of the period. Vida S. Muse, for example, reads Haywood’s references to the Jewish 
Naturalization Bill of 1753 in The Invisible Spy (1755) as evidence that Haywood continued to 
write politically following her 1749 trial for seditious libel. Noting the anti-Jewish character of 
the references, Muse concludes that Haywood supported the Tories who opposed the bill. In this 
sense, anti-Jewish discourse evidences anti-Jewish feeling, even if it only serves a larger power 
struggle between opposing political parties.  
Objections to my criticism of this scholarly blindness can, of course, be made: Laura 
Rosenthal offers a sophisticated reading of Roxanna’s alterity in Defoe’s 1724 novel by 
identifying how the text draws attention to the ideological parallels among Jewishness, 
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prostitution, and commerce. In her reading, Rosenthal draws on the foundation laid in the mid-
nineties by Frank Felsenstein’s Anti Semitic-Stereotypes and James Shapiro’s Shakespeare and 
the Jews, both of which claim that English anti-Jewishness anchored constructions of otherness 
and difference, and that the Jewish Question shaped England’s burgeoning national identity as a 
Protestant nation. Both Felsenstein and Shapiro argue convincingly for the centrality of Jews to 
early modern history and culture. And yet, despite the fact that their work is cited with regularity, 
little more has been done to advance our understanding of the topic beyond Felsenstein and 
Shapiro’s primary theses. The biggest contributor to the study Jews in early modern English and 
British literature is the late Michael Ragussis, whose final study of Jewish characters on the 
eighteenth-century British stage, 2010’s Theatrical Nation, provides a particularly nuanced 
reading of Jews and other “Outlandish Englishmen[’s]” acculturation and assimilation into 
British life. Given the reception of Felsenstein and Shapiro’s work, it is somewhat disheartening 
that Ragussis felt compelled to make a similar assertion about the centrality of Jewishness to 
eighteenth-century culture nearly fifteen years later, and that even I, in 2015, feel obligated to 
begin this dissertation with the same argument. 
But the study of Jews and Jewishness in English literature remains tangential to almost all 
studies of the period, worthy perhaps of a footnote, despite the fact that this period saw not only 
the return of openly practicing Jews to England, but also the passing and repeal of the Jewish 
Naturalization Bill of 1753. In general, Anglo-Jewry simply is considered not significant enough 
to warrant persistent attention. Or, rather, as I hope to show in the pages that follow, the role of 
Jews and Jewishness in early modern Britain—the early eighteenth century, to be precise—is so 
interwoven with a multitude of discourses about racial and religious difference, otherness, debt, 
and obligation, to name a few that it becomes nearly beyond the obvious indications of anti-
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Jewish feeling. Our blindness as scholars is compounded by the way non-Jewish authors of the 
period rigorously externalized Jewish otherness by emphasizing differences such as circumcision 
and other religious rites, dress, language, dietary laws, and business practices.  
Works like George Granville’s The Jew of Venice (1701) and Charles Macklin’s revered 
mid-century performance as a malevolent Shylock increased the popularity of anti-Jewish 
stereotypes.2 Granville’s play presented a comedic adaptation of Shakespeare’s The Merchant of 
Venice, reimagining Shylock as a buffoon, while Macklin grounded his interpretation of the 
character in the Jews-as-devils trope, despite his laudable efforts to research the role by 
familiarizing himself with London’s Jewish community. This fetishization of difference, 
combined with historians’s misconceptions about the size and presence of early modern Jewish 
communities in Britain and its colonies—essentially, the peripheral nature of Jews—have 
encouraged critical approaches that impose anachronistic boundaries on cultural, ethnic and 
religious groups that were not as rigid as we have led ourselves to believe. One could, in fact, 
argue that Jews were so successful at assimilating to British culture that they effectively erased 
themselves from larger narratives of British/English cultural and national identity.  
This dissertation seeks to counter the idea that Jews remained peripheral to British culture 
by tracing discourses about Jewishness that cuts across fiction, political debates, and 
philosophical discourse, and that approaches the question of Jewish assimilation and British 
national identity not as a question in and of itself, but rather as one question within a larger 
discussion of toleration, citizenship, and civil government. The position of Jews in eighteenth-
century British society was constituted by the erosion of socio-cultural and political barriers 
between Jews and other English people and the integration of Jewish thought into Western 
philosophical and literary tradition. Judaism played a major role in debates about toleration since 
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the laws and the histories provided by the Old Testament could be used as a platform for 
dissenting Protestants to argue for altering what they claimed were entrenched misinterpretations 
of scripture enforced by a corrupt Church. John Milton, for example, in The Doctrine and 
Discipline of Divorce (1643), uses Mosaic Law to make a case for legalizing divorce, and argues 
that greedy men have twisted Christ's teachings to the Pharisees to counteract the lenience of 
God's laws and gain power for themselves. 
This form of Philo-Jewishness, although initially used to advocate causes within a 
narrow, Protestant framework, introduced English thought to the possibility that Judaism could 
serve as an originary, “primitive” religion that was later corrupted by the Catholic Church.3 In 
his efforts to reform Christianity into a form consonant with a "pure" or "primitive" religion, for 
example, William Whiston argued repeatedly that first-century Judaism was the ideal source for 
what such a religion would like. In this, Whiston suggests that eighteenth-century Christianity 
and Judaism are equal, if only equally corrupt.4 John Toland held a similar view of ancient 
Judaism, although he advocated a more positive view of contemporary Jews. As I show in 
chapter two and later in this introduction, his work ultimately suggests Jewish communities 
themselves could provide alternative ideological structures and a non-coercive set of interpretive 
principles of government, law, economics, citizenship, and toleration.  
In 1905, on the 250th anniversary of the Whitehall Conference, historian and president of 
the Jewish Historical Society of England, Lucien Wolf, described Jewish toleration as a 
manifestation of liberalism before it was codified by Locke and embedded within the liberal 
British identity:  
Men were beginning to see that not only was Toleration necessary within the limits of the 
“Instrument of Government,” but that even beyond the Christian pale it could not, in 
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justice, be refused…Forty years before Locke wrote his famous letters “On Toleration,” 
[the Whitehall Conference] made an effort to give practical effect…to Locke’s theory of 
unrestricted Liberty of Conscience. Its purpose…was half a century ahead of liberal 
theory, and anticipated liberal practice by nearly a century and a half.5 
In the mid-seventeenth century and today, toleration regularly has been characterized as a larger 
power condescending to a small minority, or as the grudging allowance of practices and beliefs 
that the majority views as distasteful or even wrong.6 However, when placed within the context 
of the tradition of the social contract, toleration can be understood as a process of negotiation 
whereby each party undertakes an obligation to uphold the security and stability of the state. 
Toleration consists not only of restraining oneself from taking action against a group or 
individual with whom one has a fundamental disagreement but also maintaining a non-violent 
and non-coercive relationship with those with whom one disagrees.7 In this way, toleration 
implicitly recognizes the power of minority groups to negotiate their relationship with the state 
and other powers; therefore, toleration never can be based on condescension alone.8 It always 
entails a relationship built on an exchange of obligations that, in theory, strengthen the state or 
political entity.  
Such a definition of toleration makes Judaism constitutive of the relationship between 
toleration and the state because Jewish law, especially in a diasporic setting, characterizes the 
relationship between Jews and the state in terms of mutual obligation. Decades before Locke, 
John Selden paired medieval Jewish Torah scholarship (Maimonides and Ibn Ezra) with 
explication of England’s ancient constitution to develop an early form of social contract theory 
founded on mutual obligation. Selden upheld the Mosaic Republic—the golden age of ancient 
Judaism when the laws of Israel were consonant with God’s law—as the purest example of the 
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supremacy of law over authoritarian monarchy. In contrast to popular antiquarian discourse, 
which held England’s ancient constitution, or common law, as characteristic of the enduring 
rights and freedoms of English people, Selden understood the ancient constitution as a series 
compromises among competing claims to authority by the monarchy, the aristocracy, and the 
clergy. Thus, for Selden, Jewish legal history served as the primary source for defining his 
theories of civil government.9  
While Selden had little contact with Jews themselves, and his comments regarding 
contemporary Jews were generally lukewarm, his treatment of Jewish law produced a fruitful 
union between it and natural rights theory that influenced English republicanism throughout the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Most importantly for Jews, his philosophy left open the 
possibility of Jewish toleration. The Mosaic Republic and the ancient constitution continued to 
serve as sites of inquiry for a developing sense of English national identity founded upon 
toleration and citizenship. Jews especially served as a touchstone for such inquiries because 
unlike other ancient races—Britons, Angles, Saxons, Goths, Danes, Romans, and Normans—
they persisted as a separate community that existed outside of the history of ethnoterritorial 
conquest that the English melded with evolving ideas of common law to forge a narrative of 
English identity. And yet, they were understood to have contributed to the development of 
English legal and constitutional history by being subject to both special dispensations and 
sanctions prior to their banishment. Such contributions to English common law were used by 
pro- and anti-Jewish polemicists (such as William Prynne in his Short Demurrer) to argue about 
the state’s obligation to and toleration of Jews following in advance of and following their return 
to England. In this way, Jewish history and English history, as well as Jewish Law and English 
law, merged together in the early modern period to form a part of the English historiographical 
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narrative that defined what it meant to be English. As I show throughout this dissertation, 
English writers leveraged both this narrative and the flexible relationship between history and 
narrative itself, to reimagine an England (both ancient and contemporary) defined by toleration. 
I begin my dissertation with Menasseh ben Israel and the debate over Jewish readmission 
to England because this moment came to represent the shining culmination of a tolerant English 
liberalism, even though the historical record indicates that both the Whitehall Conference, where 
the question of readmission was debated, and the discursive aftermath, were far more tarnished 
and cloudy than the popular myth suggests. Menasseh ben Israel’s contributions to Anglo-Jewish 
history paradoxically are over- and undervalued. Credited by both Jewish and Christian 
communities with bringing about the successful readmission of Jews to England following a 
four-hundred-year banishment, ben Israel as a historical figure maintains nearly mythical 
proportions. As I discuss in chapter one, however, his petition to Cromwell for Jewish 
readmission—the Humble Addresses to the Lord Protector (1655)—was neither the catalyst for 
the Whitehall Conference, nor was it successful in securing an end to the banishment. In fact, the 
Conference ended without any decision being made, and Jews began resettling in England 
without formal permission. They did receive accommodations from Cromwell and successive 
monarchs until they were fully emancipated in in 1858. The myth of readmission with ben Israel 
as hero persists largely because it intertwines the themes of Jewish diasporic perseverance, 
Jewish intellectual acumen, and British tolerance to depict Britain as a true New Jerusalem, 
where God’s chosen people—Jews and Protestants both—live in harmony.   
The historical record and current scholarship paint a much different picture, suggesting 
that ben Israel’s influence both within the Anglo and Amsterdam Jewish communities and on the 
British political sphere was limited.10 Most studies of readmission minimize his role in favor of 
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the Christian and millenarian polemic surrounding the Whitehall Conference or the readmission 
movement more broadly.11 Those scholars who do study ben Israel more often emphasize his 
much larger body of theological work.12 Ben Israel died in poverty, never achieving his 
ambitions for readmission. I argue, however, that ben Israel’s lasting influence on Anglo-Jewish 
history demonstrates a more far-reaching and subtler intellectual significance than he is given 
credit for. Ultimately, I suggest that the readmission narrative is a natural conclusion of the 
rhetorical and philosophical stance ben Israel introduced into English discourse through his 
efforts to negotiate readmission within the terms of liberty of conscience and practice. His 
conception of the relationship between the Jewish polity and the state provided a lasting 
framework through which both Anglo-Jews and other Britons could understand their roles and 
rights as citizens. 
His Humble Addresses to the Lord Protector (1655) (HA) was ben Israel’s first petition to 
Cromwell and Parliament, although it was also published for general consumption. In it, ben 
Israel asks Cromwell to grant the Jewish people permission to resettle in England and freely—
and publicly—to practice Judaism. The goal of establishing a public synagogue made it virtually 
impossible to rely too heavily on the language of millenarianism, although he himself held 
millennial expectations. Christian and Jewish millenarianism were fundamentally incompatible 
because Christian expectations required the conversion of Jews upon the second coming of 
Christ, while Jewish millenarians anticipated not a return, but rather the first coming a 
specifically Jewish Messiah. Although he had the support of many Christian millenarians, to 
base his argument on millenarian hopes alone would be to invite further efforts to convert the 
Jews—perhaps even to invite the state to require conversion. In hoping for state-sanctioned 
religious freedom, ben Israel instead appeals to practical civil matters. Therefore, he concerns 
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himself primarily with demonstrating that a Jewish understanding of government and the 
relationship between subjects and the state align with that of the Commonwealth. He does so by 
narrating examples of the Jews’ profitability to the nations that welcome them, and their 
faithfulness as subjects when they are granted toleration.  
Ben Israel’s biblical narrative de-emphasizes particular theological beliefs and instead 
promotes a vision of the Jewish polity as one whose earthly obligation falls to the state rather 
than to God. He works within a specifically Jewish frame of reference that treats the relationship 
between the Jews as a diasporic nation and the governments under which they must live as a 
form of contract negotiation. His depiction of the Jewish polity and a Jewish social contract 
resonated within the political moment of the Commonwealth when England grappled with the 
necessity for toleration in a state governed not by a divinely-ordained monarch, but rather a ruler 
installed by the people. Ben Israel's stance is primarily republican: he specifically argues that 
England's situation as Commonwealth rather than a monarchy makes readmission possible and 
ideal. Such a stance paralleled the political mindset of the Commonwealth, but it also manifests 
the developing strains of liberalism that characterized British identity as the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries wore on. It is this liberal republican resonance that has more far-reaching 
influence on the development of toleration as not only a policy, but also as a facet of British 
identity.13  
His conception of Jewish republicanism balances the covenantal relationship between 
Jews and God with the earthly needs of a Jewish polity. At the heart of Jewish republicanism lies 
the recognition that royal law and Torah must exist as separate entities. Ben Israel applauds the 
formation of the English Commonwealth, and in doing so he seems to suggest that kingship itself 
is problematic because it results in unjust laws and persecution of innocent people: “that the 
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Kingly Government being now changed into that of a Common-wealth, the ancient hatred 
towards [Jews], would also be changed into good will: that those rigorous Laws (if any there be 
yet extant, made under the Kings) against so innocent a people, would happily be repealed” 
(A3r).14 The “kingly” government is the problem in this scenario—it keeps “ancient hatred” alive 
by maintaining laws “made under the Kings”—that is to say, under an earthly government that 
has little to do divine law or God’s will. If England is truly to prepare for the messiah, it must be 
ready to put aside “kingly government[s]” in favor of a more representative government based on 
republican understandings of natural and divine law. Ben Israel reads the formation of the 
Commonwealth as evidence that England has done just that. 
English republicanism appealed to ben Israel because it blended the classical republican 
interest in the stability of the state with the liberal emphasis on individual security and happiness. 
As a distinct polity asking for asylum within an existing state, the Jews needed to appeal to the 
state’s interest. Ben Israel’s economic arguments do this by demonstrating how Jewish traders 
will strengthen England’s economy and drive down costs by increasing competition—even if 
some individual traders and merchants make less profit. And yet, as a distinct polity interested in 
preserving some form of self-governance and the freedom to practice its religion, the Jewish 
community needs to champion a more liberal individualism as a way of preserving its autonomy. 
Therefore, the liberty of conscience promised by the Commonwealth provides a path to Jewish 
toleration.  
Whether or not the Anglo-Jewish community saw itself as republican in philosophy, the 
relationship between Jews and the state that ben Israel describes establishes a social contract 
theory consonant with both Judaism and English republican liberalism. While Menasseh ben 
Israel situated himself within a long tradition of Jewish political philosophy, the publication of 
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his work in England introduced this tradition into English discourse. English readers may have 
been familiar with similar ideas because they were translated by English thinkers like Selden and 
Hobbes, but the key difference between those thinkers and ben Israel is that his work refuses to 
obscure its Jewish frame of reference; theirs downplays the links between Jewish philosophy and 
the idea of toleration. 
This framework influenced both Anglo-Jewish self-presentation and non-Jewish English 
representations of Jewish citizenship and political participation over the course of the eighteenth-
century. In 1689, in protest of harsh new taxes levied against Jews, a group of Anglo-Jews 
petitioned Parliament for relief, arguing that 
The Jews being a Nation that cannot lay claim to any Country do never remove from any 
part where they are Tollerated, and Protected; and therefore may be lookt upon to be of a 
greater Advantage to this Kingdom than any other Foreigners, who commonly, so soon as 
they have got good Estates, return with them into their own Countries.15 
The petitioners suggest that because there is no Jewish homeland, they cannot owe allegiance to 
any state other than that in which they reside, especially when their host state grants them 
protection and toleration. Many of the Jewish heads of household had been denizenized, by 
which process they were granted most rights of citizenship.16 In this way, the petitioners base 
their claim solely on English national identity.  
The17 place of Jews in British culture and society remained in vibrant contest throughout 
the Restoration and the early eighteenth century. The question of whether to allow the 
naturalization of foreigners was hotly debated in Parliament, eventually resulting in the passage 
of the Foreign and Protestants Naturalization Act of 1708, which was overturned in 1712. The 
passage of the naturalization act triggered xenophobic opposition that was, at its core, based on 
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the concept of essential differences in races and religions and the superiority of Anglican 
Christianity over other religions and ethnicities. In 1714, John Toland published his political 
pamphlet, Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews, in which he combines his skeptical approach to 
biblical narrative with a revisionist approach to English history. Such an approach blurred the 
boundaries between philosophy, the developing field of historiography, and fiction, which in turn 
created space for reimagining not only the origins of revealed (i.e. founded upon divine 
revelation) religion but also the relationship between Jews and British identity. 
Toland, a self-proclaimed pantheist—he coined the term in order to disassociate himself 
from deists—was well known for his earlier Christianity Not Mysterious (1696). In this text, he 
argued that for revelation to be divine it must be understood through reason rather than through 
superstition. For Toland, Jewish naturalization represented the axis of several of his key 
philosophies: Jewish citizens would strengthen Britain’s economy through their commercial ties, 
they would necessitate the adoption of more tolerant legal and social practices, and their 
character—which Toland saw as being intrinsically tied to their ancient past—would revive 
Britain’s own moral character as a Mosaic Republic, and thus inextricably tie that character to 
the primitive, uncorrupted Church Toland believed in.18 
At the turn of the eighteenth century, Britain had relaxed some of its Conformity laws, 
but the authority of the Anglican Church was still deeply entwined with that of the State.19 
British national identity hinged on the assumption of Anglican supremacy, despite the growing 
influence of non-Anglican political activists like Toland, who sought to redefine Britain as a 
tolerant nation, a vibrant republic characterized by a freethinking and cosmopolitan civil 
society.20 In Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews, Toland applies a revisionist narrative strategy to 
argue in favor Jewish naturalization. He offers an alternative to the standard history of Jews in 
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medieval England, suggesting that their banishment resulted from the greed and hypocrisy of the 
Christian monarchy and of the English people. Like ben Israel, Toland argues that Jews possess 
the same basic human traits as Christians, which counters those arguments that treat them as 
“other” or even subhuman. The fact that Toland feels compelled to assert the basic humanity of 
the Jews illustrates the tenacious hold anti-Jewish stereotypes had on popular discourse. By 
emphasizing the Jews’ humanity, he creates a sense of a larger human community, reminding 
readers that while there may be Jews who are criminal, unethical, or dangerous, there are 
Christians who are equally bad. This sense of shared human experience serves as a precondition 
for the affective and mutually beneficial economic ties between the British and Jewish 
communities that Toland seeks to establish.  
Toland argues that toleration will make the British character more truly British. He 
spends significant time countering the most pernicious of Jewish stereotypes such as the blood 
libel, which played a significant role in violence against Jews leading up to the banishment. But, 
in general, Toland shifts the discussion away from traditional Philo-Jewish emphasis on Jewish 
commercial utility toward a focus on Jewish “military and civic benefit to the independent 
commonwealth.”21 He repeatedly credits the British implementation of Liberty of Conscience 
with his endorsement of naturalization, arguing that now that toleration has been extended to 
dissenters (although the Test Act still required one to take the sacrament in an Anglican church 
in order to hold public office), the British people must be open to a more general form of 
tolerance. In this, he echoes Ben Israel’s arguments of more than fifty years earlier. He goes so 
far as to suggest that naturalizing Jews will actually strengthen dissenters' right to Liberty of 
Conscience: 
“The Protestant Dissenters have no reason to be jealous, that [the Jews] shou’d join with 
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the National Church to oppress them, since they have an equal Interest to preserve 
LIBERTY OF CONSCIENCE; and that the example of Spain and Portugal has taught 
‘em how dangerous a thing it is, that one sett of Clergy-men shou’d dispose and influence 
all things at their pleasure in any country” (11).  
Toland explicitly calls for Anglican Britain to differentiate itself from Catholic Spain and 
Portugal. Tyranny, oppression, and violence against religious minorities are the hallmark of the 
Catholic Church, in his account, and represent the values that Britain must reject if it is truly to 
be a tolerant and economically prosperous nation. By adopting a general toleration, Britain will 
realize a true, Whiggish national identity uncorrupted by tyrannical, Catholic traits. Toland’s 
anti-catholicism stands in stark contrast to his pro-Jewish politics but remains consonant with the 
ideological frameworks of the idealized Mosaic Republic and the ancient constitution within 
which he works. In advocating for revisionist readings of early Church history, Toland’s stance 
dovetails with the logic of the Protestant Reformation, even if he considered himself a pantheist: 
both logics depict the Catholic Church as corrupt, tyrannical, and founded upon fundamental 
misinterpretations of biblical teachings.  
Toland’s anti-Catholicism also speaks to the difficult realities faced by minority groups 
seeking inclusion among the majority. While the first part of this dissertation examines the 
philosophical underpinnings and the creation of the historiographical narrative of Jewish 
contributions to English thought and government, the second half argues that to become 
functioning members of English society Jews had to implicate themselves in the structures of 
power that continued to maintain white, male, Protestant authority. While Protestant Britons may 
have been content, or at the very least resigned, to toleration as a principle characteristic of 
Englishness, toleration as practice does not adequately answer the question of how Jews became 
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so illegible to the narrative of Britishness. In the face of consistent marginalization through the 
persistence of anti-Jewish stereotypes and the co-opting—in the name of toleration—of Jewish 
legal, cultural, and philosophical history for the benefit of Anglo-Protestant superiority, Jews 
asserted their ability to be equal partners in the construction and maintenance of a civil society. 
That is, Jewish communities in England (and in other countries and colonies where they found 
welcome) consistently leveraged whatever small influence they had to insist upon cultural and 
social integration and to agitate for rights of citizenship. Even as Anglo-Jews adopted British 
modes of dress, speech, taste, and leisure, even as they moved away from the Jewish quarters of 
major cities into other urban neighborhoods and the country, they understood themselves, on 
some level, to be engaged in the creation of themselves as citizens. From Menasseh ben Israel’s 
advocacy of a Jewish social contract, to a group of Jews protesting new taxes upon their 
businesses on the basis of their being able to call no country other than England home, to the 
Jewish Naturalization Bill of 1753, Jews regularly challenged the notion of their unbelonging. 
Although their illegibility reveals in many ways the success of the Jewish quest for belonging in 
the eighteenth century, it also evidences the disturbing truth of assimilation and of citizenship: 
that marginalization and erasure through assimilation are complimentary strategies to avoid 
acknowledging the messy processes of Jewish integration. If toleration is process of negotiation 
between parties of unequal strength that nevertheless recognizes the power of the minority even 
as it detests it, then citizenship for those minorities is the willing submission to the systems that 
continue to oppress it, even as they obligate the minority to oppress others if they wish to belong. 
Chapter three exposes the tensions of toleration in practice as wrought through Aphra 
Behn’s strategic re-narration of the history of the Surinam colony in Oroonoko (1688). This 
chapter also demonstrates the relationship between the radical historiography of agitators like 
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Toland and the slippage between history as fiction and as fact that characterized much of the 
literature of the eighteenth-century. Shortly before Anglo-Jews articulated yet again their 
relationship to the state in 1689, Behn turned toward the question of Jewish toleration and 
citizenship obliquely through her translations of radical French philosophy and more explicitly in 
her literary work. Consequently, her work highlights the mechanisms by which the philosophical 
and political discourse of toleration made its way England’s literary imagination. The presence 
of practicing Jews in England made the ideal of the Mosaic Republic more than an intellectual 
exercise because for the first time English Protestants had to confront a people who could claim a 
closer relationship to the biblical past of the Old Testament than they could. The Jewish presence 
fostered an environment in which both biblical history and the history of England could be 
reimagined to enshrine toleration as a fundamental principle of English Protestantism and 
English, later British, national identity.  
This reimagined narrative was not without complexity or problems, and my third chapter 
confronts the challenges of incorporating the Jewish presence into the new narrative by 
examining the relationship between Behn’s philosophical translations and her radical revision of 
the history of the English colony of Surinam in Oroonoko (1688). Behn turned toward translation 
at the end of her life not only to increase her income after the consolidation of the theaters, but 
also because she had an interest in radical philosophy that her early work hinted at but did not 
fully explore. Behn chose to translate two of Bernard Le Bovier de Fontenelle’s works: 
Entretiens sur la pluralité de mondes (1686) and Histoire des oracles (1687), which, 
respectively, became The Discovery of News Worlds (1688) and The History of Oracles and the 
Cheats of the Pagan Priests (1688).22 Fontenelle was a notorious free-thinker and critic of 
religion whose works stirred up significant debate in philosophical and theological communities 
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in both France and England. Behn’s choice to translate such a well-known skeptical philosopher 
declares her sympathy for his radical beliefs while at the same time provides a veneer of 
plausible deniability, should anyone accuse her of heresy or other dangerous agitation. Behn 
emphasizes a certain rhetorical distance between her work as a translator and the ideas of the 
original author in her “Essay on Translation,” which serves as the preface to The Discovery of 
New Worlds. She claims at the beginning that her reasons for translating include its popularity—
the “General Applause this little Book of the Plurality of Worlds has met with”—as well as its 
use of a female interlocutor (given her proto-feminist ideology) and the “novelty” of the subject 
matter (A4).23 Later, she even criticizes Fontanelle for hyperbolizing and dumbing down his 
subject matter, as well as painting his interlocutor as a silly woman of mean understanding: 
But if you would know before-hand my Thoughts, I must tell you freely, he hath failed in 
his Design; for endeavouring to render this part of Natural Philosophy familiar, he hath 
turned it into Ridicule; he hath pushed his wild Notion of the Plurality of Worlds to that 
heighth of Extravagancy, that he most certainly will confound those Readers, who have 
not Iudgment and Wit to distinguish between what is truly solid (or, at least, probable) 
and what is trifling and airy: and there is no less Skill and Vnderstanding required in this, 
than in comprehending the whole Subject he treats of. And for his Lady Marquiese, he 
makes her say a great many very silly things, tho' sometimes she makes Observations so 
learned, that the greatest Philosophers in Europe could make no better (A8v-A8r). 
Shortly after making this statement, Behn goes on the cogently discuss why Scripture cannot 
provide a foundation for scientific knowledge. Through exegesis of biblical passages relating 
miracles, such as Joshua 10.12-14, in which God stills the sun and the moon, Behn argues the 
story does not adhere to any known celestial system—either Ptolemaic or Copernican—and so, 
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therefore, cannot be used as evidence in scientific inquiry. In doing so, she reveals the extent of 
her own radical beliefs. Even in this, though, Behn feels the need to separate her argument from 
matters of faith, as she ends her essay with the claim that “I intend no Reflection on Religion by 
this Essay; which being no Matter of Faith, is free for every one to believe, or not believe, as 
they please” (a8r).  
Behn’s translation of Fontanelle’s Histoire des oracles offers much less cover for her 
skepticism than does her translation of Entretiens sur la pluralité de mondes, even though she 
also goes to some lengths to distance herself from this much more radical work. Behn’s name 
was originally left off of the title page, allowing her authorial persona to be less obvious. But, her 
initials appeared following the dedication to the Lord Chancellor, so her authorship was never 
really in doubt. At the same time, Fontenelle’s name also did not appear on the original title 
page,; therefore, because Behn’s initials appear on the dedication, her authorial person became 
the only one visibly associated with the text. Whereas Behn’s persona as translator in The 
Discovery of New Worlds offers her some critical distance from Fontenelle’s ideas, The History 
of Oracles and Cheats of the Pagan Priests reads primarily as Behn’s work and serves as an 
implied endorsement of Fontenelle’s original. Although ostensibly unmasking the frauds of 
ancient pagan priests, it was generally known that Fontenelle’s text was an implicit attack on the 
Catholic clergy. Behn’s translation imagines an English setting for this attack and these supposed 
ancient “priests,” allowing her work to serve as a covert condemnation not only of English 
Catholics, but also Anglicans and other intolerant sects within Britain. Her dedication to the Lord 
Chancellor Lord Jeffreys signaled the political tenor of her work: Lord Jeffreys was a notably 
harsh prosecutor of captured Protestant rebels following Monmouth’s rebellion, and Behn’s 
dedication reads as an ironically critical call for toleration.24 
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The History of Oracles is as much a meditation on the nature of historical writing and 
historical knowledge as it is a reassessment of the triumphs of early Christianity over paganism. 
It claims that history has too often been the refuge of myth, superstition and propaganda, and that 
these untruths have served to oppress honest inquiry into the past and undermine the credibility 
of all religion, especially Christianity. Christian untruths are especially egregious, it suggests, 
because early Christian history is marred by obvious hypocrisy, such as when Christians insisted 
upon the demonic nature of pagan prophesy even as they argued that the priests who helped to 
deliver them were nothing more than scam artists (78). The text argues that contemporary 
Christians continue to be oppressed by the lies and hypocrisy that have been built into the 
Christian narrative and insists that contemporary critical thinkers must take responsibility for 
differentiating truth from lies, no longer “venerat[ing] error because it is mix’d with truth” (4). 
The text strongly condemns modern authors who believe that history ought to be exciting and 
“glorious,” and deliberately conflate disparate historical records to be both more entertaining and 
more in line with the political goals of the Church (174). Modern authors, quite simply, ought to 
be more dedicated to rational analysis and less willingly to place a higher value on entertainment 
as a form of ideological mythmaking than on truth.  
It seems especially ironic that Behn translates a text that rails against revisionist history 
when she, herself, engages in just that kind of work in Oroonoko. In Oroonoko, Behn places the 
text’s politics within the context of the debates surrounding toleration and biblical authority. In 
one striking instance, Oroonoko tells the narrator that he finds the concept of the trinity to be 
ridiculous, and the narrator lets the comment pass without comment, and therefore without an 
attempt to distance her authorial persona from such heretical remarks (45). This episode in and of 
itself seems strange, but when her protagonist’s words are read in light of Behn’s skeptical 
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philosophy, they indicate that the larger narrative should also be read within a tradition of 
philosophical and religious skepticism.  
In particular, Behn’s depiction of the social and political relationships within the Surinam 
colony indicate a concern for an ethical relationship between the colony’s government, its 
citizens, and the others who comprise its population—including the colony’s Jewish residents 
who, despite making up as much as one third of the population, Behn erases from the narrative. I 
read Oroonoko as both a strategic re-narration and as an exploration of the challenges of 
assimilation and toleration. Unlike Behn’s depiction of the relatively problem-free assimilation 
of the Jewish lady-monsters into the royalist fold in The Second Part of The Rover (1681),25 her 
erasure of the Surinam Jewish community illustrates the complexities—and problematics—of 
Jewish assimilation.  
Behn employs a typical skeptical strategy at the beginning of her novella when she 
assures readers that she relays the tale in its unadorned “truth” (5).26 Such truth-claims 
immediately suggest the opposite and invite readers to seek out elements that can be read against 
the grain of the text’s apparent support for religious and political orthodoxy. The narrator’s 
glossing over of Oroonoko’s observation about the trinity provides one example, but Behn’s 
erasure of the colony’s Jewish population provides another.27 The historical record demonstrates 
that Jews, who both owned plantations and slaves and worked on Christian plantations, held 
political influence in the colony and were granted a number of accommodations by Lieutenant 
Governor Byam despite his apparent dislike for Jews.28 Ultimately, though, Jews remained 
disempowered enough that their influence within the colony remains largely illegible  to modern 
historians (and possibly even to Behn’s contemporaries who were unfamiliar with the colony, 
which may explain, in part, her erasure).  
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In erasing the Jewish community, Behn simplifies her narrative structure even as she 
employs a radical revision of the colony’s history in order to work through the tensions resulting 
from Jewish assimilation. The political structure of the colony is bifurcated between the faction 
of Byam and Bannister, ardent royalists, and Trefry and the “Oliverian” Martin (49). This 
bifurcation highlights the case of Oroonoko, who serves as touchstone for questions about 
toleration. The significance of Oroonoko’s case extends beyond a simple black/white or 
colonizer/colonized divide because of the parallels between Oroonoko’s and the Jewish 
community’s liminal status. Like the Jewish community, which accomplished its assimilation by 
juxtaposing African racial, cultural, and religious difference to the more familiar differences of 
Jews, Oroonoko sets himself apart from his fellow slaves because of his class, education, and 
even, ultimately, his moral character. Jews created themselves as white and European by actively 
oppressing black Africans. Oroonoko, himself a slave owner, only identifies with the slaves in 
Surinam when he needs them to press his agenda. When his rebellion fails, he condemns them as 
weak, as deserving their lot. While Oroonoko has been read both as a stand-in for James II and as 
an exoticized colonial object, I suggest that the shared emotional and aesthetic resonances 
between his character and the Jewish community demonstrate the limits of British conceptions of 
toleration. 
As the century progressed, Jewish residence in Britain was well-established enough that 
Jewish characters began to appear with more frequency in literature and in the news. Even so, 
few if any works of literature in the first part of the eighteenth century focus on Jewish 
characters. In fact, most references to Jews are singular entries—such Joseph Addison’s 
occasional references in The Spectator. Most literature and drama remained interested in Jewish 
antiquity rather than the Jewish present, such as Elijah Fenton’s successful play Mariamne 
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(1723), which tells the story of the Jewish queen of Judea whose husband, Herod the Great, 
executed her for suspected infidelity. The interest in antiquity also dominated the philosophical 
writing about Jews in the early part of the century. Following Toland’s Reasons for Naturalizing 
the Jews (1714) and its respondents, interest in Jewish antiquity and its relation to eighteenth-
century Christianity continued through the next decades. In particular, William Whiston and 
Anthony Collins engaged in a protracted argument over the corruption of the Hebrew bible and 
the truth of Christian revelation, beginning with Whiston’s Essay for Restoring the True Text of 
the Old Testament (1722). Thomas Baker introduced Jewish characters to the stage in An Act at 
Oxford (1704), in which Chum, a “poor scholar” poses as a Beau Jew, a stock character who the 
play describes as “very tawdry, and very ill-bred, to hate even the Nation we live in, and have a 
natural Antipathy to one another, with a designing lewd Look and a Walnut Complexion” (14). 
Such representations of Jewishness continued to be largely negative, but they still evidence 
Britain’s (following the Act of Union in 1707) fascination with Jews, and, as Ragussis posits, the 
relationship between the country’s growing commercial economy and Jewish identity.29 The 
Beaux Jew was particularly threatening because his wealth allowed him to compete for British 
women and thereby intermarry into Protestant families. While Toland uses the idea of 
intermarriage to suggest affinity and shared values, opponents of Jewish toleration use it to stoke 
anti-Jewish fears. This fear of miscegenation operated as a core component in the fight to define 
Britishness as the eighteenth-century progressed: anti-Jewish rhetoric characterized the danger 
the Jews posed in terms of an aggressive masculinity that threatened not only the virtue of 
Protestant British women, but also the power—and the subjectivity—of white, male property 
owners.  
My final two chapters investigate the relationship between Anglo-Jewishness, gender, 
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and national identity in two of Eliza Haywood’s texts: her early career novella, The Fair 
Hebrew; or, a True but Secret History of Two Jewish Ladies, who lately resided in London 
(1729), and her late career fictional periodical, The Invisible Spy (1755). While Haywood may 
not have involved herself actively in the kinds of philosophical debates that characterize 
Toland’s work, she was a political writer who grappled with current events. At the same time 
that Haywood was using the generic forms of amatory fiction and secret history to interrogate 
female agency and women’s potential to be citizens,30 she found the liminality of the Anglo-
Jewish position compelling enough to explore it through a Jewish female protagonist. The fact 
that she would return to the question of Jewish citizenship nearly thirty years later in The 
Invisible Spy suggests that Haywood’s interest in the marginalization of and the potential for 
Anglo-Jewishness to disrupt what she often figured as corrupt systems of authority were long 
standing.  
The Fair Hebrew tells the story of Kesiah, a Jewess, who marries Dorante, the Christian 
heir to a wealthy estate, against the wishes of both their parents. Kesiah converts to Christianity 
to escape the authority of her family and Dorante’s father disowns him. Ultimately, Kesiah ruins 
Doronte, who dies of grief. Having eloped with another man, Kesiah and her lover are captured 
by pirates and sold into slavery in Africa—an especially ironic ending considering Jewish 
involvement in the slave trade. Although Kesiah seems to be morally corrupt, the novella is 
typical of Haywood’s amatory fictions and secret histories of the 1720s. Haywood’s heroine 
differs little from any other heroine in these genres: her sexual agency and desire destabilize 
masculine authority and by proxy, the state.31 In chapter four, I reconcile the ramifications of 
Kesiah’s Jewishness with the complimentary genres of amatory fiction and secret history. I also 
contextualize the novella by placing it against the increasing Jewish immigration and 
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acculturation of the 1720s. Ultimately, I find that novella asks to what extent Jews should be able 
to participate in British cultural and political life and makes a strong case for their equality. In 
this reading, I counter the majority of critics (though there are few overall) who find little beyond 
the apparently anti-Jewish characterization of Kesiah and the rest of the Jewish community. 
Although Haywood includes the blood libel—the myth of Jewish child sacrifice—the text clearly 
depicts the event so hyperbolically that it calls attention to the ridiculousness of the myth. More 
generally, her text offers a challenge to anti-Jewish caricatures so common in eighteenth-century 
literature.32 While we cannot ignore the text’s often reflexive, but still pervasive anti-Jewishness, 
that discourse fails to counter the resistive force of Kesiah's rebellion.  
The Fair Hebrew bears some striking similarities to Haywood’s earlier and more familiar 
novella, The City Jilt, which emphasizes the ways in which patriarchy disenfranchises women 
and suggests what women must do if they are to take control of their bodies and fortunes. The 
City Jilt emphasizes that for a woman to be able to change the condition of her life she must 
recognize herself as an object of exchange between men. Only by recognizing her position as 
object is Glicera ultimately able to manipulate the unwritten rules of the sexual contract to her 
advantage. Having been jilted and left pregnant by her ex-fiancé, Melladore, Glicera tricks her 
elderly and self-important suitor, the alderman Grubguard, into transferring to her the mortgage 
he holds on Melladore’s estate. She is then able to take financial revenge on the man who 
seduced and abandoned her in favor of marriage to an heiress. Like Glicera, Kesiah recognizes 
her lack of agency and finds ways to circumvent the limits society places upon her. She rejects 
the fiction of the sexual contract and transforms herself into the agent of her own exchange. 
However, unlike Glicera, Kesiah, in The Fair Hebrew, proves to be exceptionally aware of and 
able to manipulate the sexual contract from the very beginning. She wants to escape the Jewish 
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community at any cost because she resents the restrictions it (and the rest of society) places on 
women. She recognizes Dorante’s attempts at seduction for what they are and instead convinces 
him to marry her. Once they are married and he is disowned, she insists on living beyond their 
means but in a manner she feels is fitting to her would-be status. But, while Kesiah’s vanity 
encourages Dorante, he is not a helpless victim of her greed—he willingly spends and borrows as 
much as she does. It would be easy to see Haywood’s singling out of Kesiah’s pride and vanity 
as evidence of a negative depiction of Judaism. Her final actions—running off with the money 
Dorante’s father has agreed to give him to pay off his debts—suggest that she has few redeeming 
qualities. But Kesiah also can be understood as a woman who chooses not to tether herself to a 
man she has deemed unworthy, largely because he was foolish enough to fall for her. In this 
sense, Haywood asks her readers to identify with Kesiah, who is doubly oppressed as a woman 
and a Jew. In this way, Haywood’s novella offers a counter-narrative to Jewish marginalization. 
Haywood shifts her focus to masculinity in her last work, The Invisible Spy, a 
fictionalized periodical that places the question of Jewish naturalization and citizenship—via the 
Jewish Naturalization Bill of 1753—at the center of its critique of patriarchal and authoritarian 
social structures. Although naturalization bills were proposed at several points during the 
Restoration and the early eighteenth-century, the Jewish Naturalization Bill marked the first time 
that a naturalization bill that targeted the Jewish community as a distinctive group, rather than as 
a component within a larger conglomerate of immigrants. The purpose of the Bill, ultimately, 
was to allow the wealthiest of England’s Jewish merchants to avoid the additional taxes levied 
against foreign trade conducted by aliens living in England. At the same time, however, 
naturalization also would have allowed Jews to own land and granted them all of the rights 
available to propertied male subjects.  
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The public’s response to the bill centered on hysterical rumors of mass circumcision and 
the forced conversion of all English citizens, who would wake up to find themselves Jewish and 
the country overwhelmed by vast numbers of Jewish immigrants. The fears over forced 
circumcision speak directly to the question of masculinity, with Jewish men being characterized 
as sexually aggressive and powerful. In reality, the bill granted naturalization to a limited number 
of wealthy merchants who already resided in Britain, and who had political and economic ties to 
some members of Parliament. The bill initially was passed by Parliament, but the public outcry 
and the government’s fear of losing seats in the upcoming election led to the quick overturning 
of the bill. 
In The Invisible Spy, Haywood strongly suggests that Britons would be better served 
worrying about their own hypocritical failings than the irrational threat of outsized Jewish 
influence. The Jew Bill hangs pervasively over the characters, even as it appears to exist 
tangentially to the narrator’s mission to expose British moral hypocrisy. In several instances, 
Explorabilus (the narrator and protagonist) publishes letters from Jews and non-Jews that 
specifically pertain to the Jewish Naturalization Bill of 1753 and that often speak in its favor. 
Explorabilus responds to these letters by denying that Jewish naturalization has anything to with 
the subject of his observations—more often than not the sexual mores of London society—and 
refuses to offer a response either in favor or against Jewish naturalization. Nevertheless, he 
continues to publish the letters and snippets of conversation about the bill from characters with a 
range of moral strengths and/or failings. In short, the repeated intrusion of the subject into 
Explorabilus’s observations situates the subject of Jewish naturalization at the center of the 
narrative.  
 But more than the intrusions of the Bill into conversations and letters, the strength of 
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Haywood’s critique lies in her protagonist, Explorabilus, who is coded as Jewish, and who 
proves that British society is already as corrupt as it fears Jewish naturalization will make it. 
Haywood constitutes her narrator’s Jewishness in a number of ways: Explorabilus makes a point 
to assure readers of his (nominal) Anglicanism, and that he will always “be found a lover of 
morality, and no enemy to religion or any of its worthy professors, or what sect or denomination 
soever” (1.20).33 Such claims, while designed to put his readers at ease, imply the opposite—that 
Explorabilus is, in fact, no lover of morality but is an enemy to religion. Indeed, he seems to be 
an enemy to certain kinds of religion when he rails in against bigotry and enthusiasm in his 
relation in Book I of the tragedy of Isabinda, a young woman whose father attempts to sacrifice 
to a convent in order to atone for his youthful seduction and abandonment of a lover. 
Exploralibus’s criticism of religious enthusiasm stands in direct contrast to his response to those 
readers who write encouraging his support for the bill. Even in the face of the letter-writers’s 
obvious corrupt politics (a number of them speak of bribing politicians) and desire to enslave 
conquered Protestants, Exploralibus dismisses the danger such threats imply, suggesting that he 
knows they are nothing more than hysterical rhetoric.  
The most compelling evidence of his Jewishness comes through the mechanism of 
Explorabilus’s invisibility belt, which allows him to move unseen in British society. He also has 
a magic tablet that records everything said in its presence, which he carries with him on his 
invisible jaunts, and which can only be erased by the breath of a virgin. Explorabilus places 
himself in a position of moralizing authority similar to that of Addison and Steele’s Mr. 
Spectator.34 Like Mr. Spectator, Explorabilus intends to use the public recitation of bad behavior 
to expose and regulate the private actions of London citizenry by “pluck[ing] off the mask of 
hypocrisy from the seeming saint…expos[ing] vice and folly in all their various modes and 
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attitudes” and “strip[ing] a bad action of all the specious pretences made to conceal or palliate it, 
and shew it in its native ugliness” (1.23). Unlike Mr. Spectator, however, Explorabilus uses his 
invisibility to sneak into people’s homes and record their private actions. However, even as his 
power is terrifying in its ability to expose the private vices of the British public—or worse, to 
threaten the safety of those he observes—Explorabilus himself is limited by fear of his own 
exposure. Explorabilus’s masculinity is aggressively sexual and invisible—akin to the hysterical 
characterization of the assimilated Jewishness offered by the Bill’s opponents. In this sense, his 
invisibility, much like assurances that he poses no threat to religion, function as a protective 
mask that allows him to pass as Christian. Because he passes for the white, male propertied 
subject he critiques, he can never risk the revelation of his identity. To do so would immediately 
void his power. And so, he remains locked in an uneasy relationship with those he observes, in a 
relationship of mutually assured destruction if he were to ever exercise the full power his 
invisibility grants him. 
In attempting to make legible the illegibility of Jewish assimilation, this dissertation 
demonstrates how Jewish difference has been erased or marginalized in ways that often seem at 
odds with the historical understanding of Jews as a perpetual other. This task has been made 
more difficult because of the lack of Jewish-authored literature in the eighteenth century. 
Although Jews incorporated themselves into nearly all social, political, and cultural aspects of 
British life, one area they failed to enter was imaginative fiction. Even their entries into more 
nominally non-fiction categories, such as religious inquiries or philosophical treatises, were rare. 
Jews did produce literature, but they mostly produced it in Hebrew. It is not until the end of the 
long eighteenth century when writers like Isaac D’Israeli and Grace Aguilar began to garner 
attention as Anglo-Jewish authors. I end my study in 1753 because the Jew Bill and the 
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achievement, temporary though it was, of citizenship presents a coherent end point on the 
trajectory began by Menassah ben Israel in 1655. A more natural stopping point might be the 
Jews’ emancipation in 1848, but, in reality, they were unable to fully exercise all rights of 
citizenship until then end of the nineteenth century.  
The lack of Jews writing in English presents a difficulty for understanding how they 
understood their own implication in social and political systems that continued to oppress them, 
but it does not necessarily prohibit it. Non-Jewish authors who evidence familiarity with Jews 
and Jewish culture, such as Toland, Behn, and Haywood, reveal that despite mainstream 
dismissal of its relevance, Jewishness and Judaism had a profound effect on British conceptions 
of toleration, citizenship, and belonging, and therefore, upon British national identity as it 
developed in the eighteenth century. A study that unites the early imaginative representation of 
this impact with the later self-representation of Jewish authors is the clear next step for this 
project. 
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Chapter 1: Menasseh ben Israel, Readmission, and the Influence of Jewish Political Theory 
in England 
 
That this their banishment was by the unanimous desire, judgement, edict and decree 
both of the King and his Parliament, and not by the King alone: and this Banishment, 
totall of them all, and likewise final, Never to return into England. 
      —William Prynne, A Short Demurrer, 63 
For our people did in their own minds presage, that the Kingly Government being now 
changed into that of a Common-wealth, the ancient hatred towards them, would also be 
changed into good will: that those rigorous Laws (if any there be yet extant, made under 
the Kings) against so innocent a people, would happily be repealed 
  —Menasseh ben Israel, Humble Addresses to the Lord Protector, A3r 
 
Now were the Jews admitted. 
      —John Dury, Diary, December 14, 1655 
 
For any scholar of Anglo-Jewry, the traditional narrative of Jewish expulsion and 
readmission serves as the palette with which all other discourse is colored: Jews, who crossed 
with William the Conquerer in 1066, and who thrived under the protection of the Crown, were 
expelled in 1290 following decades of pogroms and blood libel.35 In 1655, the Dutch (born 
Portuguese) rabbi, Menasseh ben Israel, appealed to Oliver Cromwell and Parliament, for 
readmission. Cromwell convened the Whitehall Conference, which readmitted the Jews and 
ushered in a new era of Jewish toleration that culminated in full emancipation in 1858. In 1906, 
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MP James Bryce described readmission and the subsequent Jewish resettlement as the epitome 
of English tolerance. Crediting “the great soul of Oliver Cromwell,” whose practicality and love 
for the “literature of the Old Testament” introduced an era of Jewish prosperity, he claims: 
“nowhere in the modern world have the Jews found so tranquil and peaceful a home as here in 
this England of ours. We Englishmen are very proud of that.”36 The problem with this familiar 
narrative is that it is fiction. Despite the efforts of scholars like James Shapiro, Elaine Glaser, 
David Katz, and Todd Endleman, this myth persists because it compellingly intertwines the 
themes of Jewish diasporic perseverance, Jewish intellectual acumen, and British tolerance to 
depict Britain as a true New Jerusalem, where God’s chosen people—Jews and Protestants 
both—live in harmony.  
The reality of readmission presents a far more complicated history of competing interests 
and negotiations. Although Jews were never formally readmitted, they did resettle in England in 
the latter half of the seventeenth century and they received accommodations from Cromwell, 
Charles II, and later monarchs. These accommodations were periodically challenged by calls for 
a new expulsion, but eventually, Jews became part of the fabric of Britain and British culture. 
The readmission myth has multiple points of origin, including the famous notation by John Dury 
in his diary during the Whitehall Conference, which Cromwell called in December 1655 
specifically to discuss the question of readmission. 
A later point of origin for the readmission narrative came at the turn of the twentieth 
century during the promotional efforts of the Jewish Historical Society for the celebration of the 
250th anniversary of the readmission.37 Historian, Lucien Wolfe, then president of the Society, 
described the Whitehall Conference as “epoch-making” for both Jewish and English history.38 
Placing it in the context of the seventeenth century’s developing liberal consciousness, he claims: 
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Men were beginning to see that not only was Toleration necessary within the limits of the 
“Instrument of Government,” but that even beyond the Christian pale it could not, in 
justice, be refused…Forty years before Locke wrote his famous letters “On Toleration,” 
[the Whitehall Conference] made an effort to give practical effect…to Locke’s theory of 
unrestricted Liberty of Conscience. Its purpose…was half a century ahead of liberal 
theory, and anticipated liberal practice by nearly a century and a half.39 
Wolf describes Jewish toleration as a manifestation of liberalism before it was described by 
Locke and embedded within a liberal British identity. Within this narrative, Menasseh ben Israel 
was anointed as the hero of readmission; his efforts to persuade Parliament came to fruition with 
the Whitehall Conference, which resulted in the unquestionable readmission of the Jews. And 
yet, despite the recognition of the Whitehall Conference’s liberal underpinnings and ben Israel’s 
efforts, modern scholarship not yet explored the connections between them. Instead, ben Israel 
has become almost a folk hero in terms of his role in Jewish readmission such that the exact 
nature of his accomplishment has been lost within his larger popular mythos.  
In contrast, current scholarship suggests that his influence both within the Anglo and 
Amsterdam Jewish communities and on the British political sphere was less than his mythology 
suggests. Most studies of readmission minimize his role in favor of the Christian and millenarian 
polemic surrounding the Whitehall Conference or the readmission movement more broadly.40 
Those scholars who do study ben Israel more often discuss his larger body of theological work. 
In this chapter, I argue that ben Israel's lasting influence on Anglo-Jewish history demonstrates a 
more far-reaching and far subtler intellectual impact than he is given credit for. Ultimately, I 
suggest that the readmission narrative is a natural conclusion of the rhetorical and philosophical 
stance ben Israel introduced into English discourse through his efforts to negotiate readmission 
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under the terms of liberty of conscience and practice for Anglo-Jewry. While the more 
conservative London Jewish community may have rejected his candidacy for rabbi, ben Israel's 
conception of the relationship between the Jewish polity and the state provided a lasting 
framework through which both Anglo-Jews and other Britons could understand their roles and 
rights as citizens, even though Jews were not naturalized until the nineteenth century.  
In my reading of the Humble Addresses to the Lord Protector (1655), ben Israel imagines 
a specifically Jewish form of a social contract based on tolerance by tying the current Jewish 
community in Amsterdam to the valiant Jews of the biblical past. These ancient Jews are subject 
to multiple divine and civil covenants or social contracts. Ben Israel builds a new biblical 
narrative that de-emphasizes particular theological beliefs and instead promotes a vision of the 
Jewish polity as one whose obligation falls to the state rather than to God. As I demonstrate, ben 
Israel's depiction of the Jewish polity and a Jewish social contract resonated within the political 
moment of the Commonwealth, when England grappled with the necessity for toleration in a 
state governed not by divine monarchical instrument, but rather by a ruler installed (in theory) by 
the people. Ben Israel's stance is primarily republican, which resonated with the political mindset 
of the Commonwealth; but, it also manifests the developing strains of liberalism that 
characterized British identity as the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries wore on. It is this 
liberal republican resonance that gave the traditional readmission narrative its legs, and which, I 
contend, has more far-reaching influence over the development of British toleration as both a 
policy and as a facet of British identity. 
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Ben Israel and The Millenarian Component of Readmission 
Most scholarship on readmission and Menasseh ben Israel's role in the process has 
centered on theological aspects, particularly on millenarianist philo-Semitism. Many 
millenarians believed, after years of biblical study and debate, that the end of days would begin 
in 1655, or thereabouts. The Second Coming would be brought about by the complete dispersion 
of Jews throughout the world, including England; it would also necessitate their conversion. This 
belief was neither limited to England nor marginal—in fact, the millenarian turn pervaded most 
forms of Christianity and colored politics and culture throughout the seventeenth century. In 
England, the readmission question came on the heels of sectarian division and at the height of 
millenarian belief. Christian messianism is prosthelyzing: it anticipates the conversion of those 
who have yet to accept Christ, including the Jews. Based on revelation, Christian messianism 
anticipates the divine Christ's return to earth, which will result in the end of time and the 
redemption of those sinners who accept him as their savior. 
Jewish messianism, on the other hand, expects the messiah to come for the first time 
(rather than the second) to redeem the Jewish people from the suffering of the Diaspora and 
return them to Israel. Jewish messianic expectation is specific to the Jewish people and the 
concept of a Jewish homeland: it focuses almost entirely on the idea of God's Chosen People 
being redeemed and returned from exile to Israel. The Jewish messiah is a descendant of David, 
rather than the son of God. He will lead the Jewish people back to Israel, rebuild the Temple, and 
reinstitute the Sanhedrin, the religious court of Israel, to ensure that divine law and civil law exist 
harmoniously. The two forms of messianism are generally incompatible. Even so, Menasseh ben 
Israel, a well-known theologian and millenarian found a ready audience for his ambitions in 
English millenarianists who hoped for Jewish conversion. 
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For many years, the only full-length study of readmission was David Katz's Philo-
Semitism and the Readmission of the Jews to England, 1603-1655. This study places 
millenarianism and other forms of Christian philo-Semitism at its center. Katz primarily 
concerns himself with “how Jewish questions shaped English attitudes” about subjects such as 
toleration, the search for a universal language, and the English as a chosen people.41 Christian 
Hebraism and an interest how the ancient state of Israel could be refounded in England brought 
to English attention the existence—and often the plight—of contemporary Jews (as opposed to 
ancient Israelites). When combined with the growing awareness of the coming apocalypse, the 
need to build bridges between contemporary Jews and English Protestants became urgent enough 
to spawn the readmission movement.  
Menasseh ben Israel’s role in the millenarian readmission movement often has been 
characterized as one of uneasy complicity. In reality, however, while he sought to build and 
exploit relationships with influential millenarians like John Dury, his millenarian work was often 
misread by his Christian readers, who convinced themselves of the possibility of Jewish 
conversion to Christianity rather than recognizing the fundamental incompatibility of Jewish and 
Christian millenarianism. Prior to the height of the readmission movement, ben Israel was well-
known within dissenting circles for his millenarian treatise, The Hope of Israel (1650) (THoI), in 
which he capitalizes on the Jewish Indian theory to suggest the imminent arrival of the messiah 
and to hint at the theological benefits of readmission. In many ways, this text introduced ben 
Israel to the debates about readmission and to those in England concerned about biblical 
prophecy. 
The Jewish Indian theory held that Amerindians were descendants of the lost tribes of 
Israel and was popular amongst millenarians because it could be used as evidence for the 
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dawning of the end of days.42 The coming of the messiah would be heralded by the dispersion of 
Jews throughout the world, and so, evidence of a Jewish presence in the Americas signaled that 
the end times were drawing closer. Similarly, millenarian arguments in favor of Jewish 
readmission to England held that in order for the Diaspora to be complete, practicing Jews 
(rather than crypto-Jews or New Christians) must reside in the British Isles.  
In THoI, ben Israel firmly denies the Jewish origins of the Amerindians. Instead, he 
relates accounts of Jewish settlements in China, Ethiopia, and Medea, as well as a story about 
Israelites living secretly in Peru. Ben Israel claims to have been told the story by a Converso 
Jew, Antonio de Montezinos/Aaron Levi, who had just returned from America, where he met 
these secret Jews. Montezinos published his account as the Relación de Aharón Levi, alias 
Antonio de Montezinos in 1644. While in the Quito Provence, Montezinos claimed to have 
traveled with a group of Native Americans, one of whom spoke of a "hidden people who would 
avenge the Indians for all the ills heaped on them by the Spanish."43 After being incarcerated and 
interrogated by the Inquisition, during which time he convinced himself the “hidden people” 
must be Jews, Montezinos returned to the guide and asked to be taken to them.44  
Upon reaching the Cauca river, Montezinos and his guide were met by a group of 
strangely European-like natives who recited the Shema Yisrael, the Jewish declaration of faith: 
"Hear O Israel, the Lord our God is one God" (Deut. 6:4). The natives claimed to be descended 
from the Tribe of Reuben and to have a long-standing alliance with the non-Israelite natives to 
conquer the world together at the dawn of the messianic age. The Israelite natives would not 
allow Montezinos to visit their settlement but told him that they had knowledge of how the 
redemption of Israel would unfold. They had only been waiting for an appropriate messenger (it 
is unclear who this could be—possibly the messiah?) who could write their knowledge down and 
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take it back to spread throughout Europe (which presumably would trigger Jewish redemption). 
Upon his return, Montezinos included in his narrative of the events a request for the Amsterdam 
Jews to send a group of twelve scribes to Peru for the purposes of writing down these 
revelations. 
Montezinos’s tale set off a firestorm of Messianic hopes within the Amsterdam Jewish 
community and inspired Christian millenarians. Thomas Thorowgood incorporates portions of 
Montezinos’s tale in his treatise Jewes in America;, or, Probabilities That the Americans Are of 
That Race (1650).45 Thorowgood had received a copy of the Relación from John Dury, who had 
received it from Menasseh ben Israel (it was in this capacity that Dury introduced ben Israel to 
the English.46 Thorowgood, of course, interpreted the Relación from a Christian point of view, 
and therefore his conclusion about the imminence of the end of days anticipated the Jews’s 
conversion to Christianity. Thorowgood also suggested that all Amerindians were descended 
from the lost tribes, and endorsed John Eliot’s evangelical mission to the Americas.47 Ben Israel 
disagreed with Thorowgood’s conclusions and composed THoI both as a challenge to 
Thorowgood’s treatise and as a way of clarifying his own position. In this way, ben Israel’s text 
reclaims Montezinos, his narrative, and the Jewish Indian Theory more broadly for a specifically 
Jewish purpose.  
While he was inspired in part by his antipathy for Thorowgood’s conclusions, his other 
audience for the THoI was other Jews. Ben Israel wrote originally in Spanish and dedicated the 
treatise to the leaders of the Amsterdam Jewish community, the Parnassim. In this regard, he 
speaks directly to the Diasporic and post-Inquisition (for those who had escaped it) culture of 
European Jewry. Messianic expectation is a fundamental characteristic of Judaism and the 
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foundation for understanding the Jewish Diaspora. The title of ben Israel’s work—The Hope of 
Israel—refers directly to this expectation:  
I have entitled it Mikveh Israel—Hope of Israel—taking this title from Jeremiah 14:8, 
‘The hope of Israel, the saviour thereof.’ For its sole objective is to show that this hope 
which sustains us, that of the advent of the messiah, is an expectation of happiness to 
come. Although the coming will be difficult, it is none the less inevitable, for it is 
founded on the absolute promise of the Lord, may He Be Blessed.48 
As Henry Méchoulan and Gérard Nahon point out, “esperanza” held a particularly Jewish 
resonance in Spanish culture.49 New Christians held on to their hope for messianic redemption, 
while Old Christians used the term to mock that hope.50 The Spanish theater used the term to 
satirize a particularly Jewish mindset.51 In general, Jewish expression of messianic expectation 
was suppressed. Ben Israel’s text marks one of the first widely available vernacular discussions 
of Jewish messianic hope. 
THoI was translated from Spanish into Latin (Hoc et Spes Israelis) in 1650, although not, 
apparently, by Menasseh ben Israel.52 The Latin translation, which targeted scholars, was used 
by Moses Wall to translate the text into English in 1652 and contains numerous errors, some of 
which spectacularly change its tenor and argument. Specifically, the Latin translation indicates 
that ben Israel wholeheartedly supported the Jewish Indian Theory, while in reality, he claims 
that the theory is incorrect.53 Wall’s English translation reproduces these errors, leading to this 
comment: 
I like, in part, the opinion of the Spaniards who dwell in the Indies, who by common 
consent affirm that the Indians come of the Ten Tribes. And truly they are not mistaken 
because, in my opinion, they were the first planters of the Indies, as also other people of 
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the Eastern Indies came by that strait54 which is between India and the Kingdom of Anian 
(115).55 
In contrast, the original Spanish reads:  
Refutada pues las precedentes opiniones es de saber, que los Españoles que habitan en 
dichas Indias, sienten generalmente que los Indios proceden de los 10 tribos, pero erran 
manifiestamente: por que aunque estos a mi ver, fueron los primeros pobladores, despues, 
a caso como sucedio a los Españoles, vinieron nuevas gentes de la India oriental, donde 
es facil la navegacion a la tierra de nueva España, pasando a quel estrecho de mar que ay 
entre la misma India, y el reyno de Anian: y de aqui fueron poblando las mas tierras hasta 
el fin del Priú56 (22).57 
I translate this passage thusly: 
Having refuted the previous opinions it must be understood that the Spaniards who live in 
the Indies generally believe that the Indians descend from the ten tribes, but they clearly 
err: because it seems to me that even though they were the first inhabitants, later—as it 
happened with the Spaniards—came other new peoples from India, where it is easy to 
navigate to New Spain, passing through the strait that lies between India and the kingdom 
of Anian: and from there populated the land until they reached Peru.58 
This translation error is important for several reasons. The first is that it gives us clearer insight 
into the implications of Montezinos’s narrative: by denying a shared ethnicity with the 
Amerindians, ben Israel maintains a clear line between Jews and native peoples who were so 
often considered to be uncivilized. This stance reflects the similar cultural work done by Jews in 
this period to separate themselves from blacks, which I discuss in detail in chapter three.59 
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Essentially, ben Israel aligns Jews racially with Caucasians, attempting to develop a sense of 
affinity between Jews and other Europeans at the cost of other oppressed minorities.  
In addition, understanding the error clarifies ben Israel's messianic claims. The "natives" 
Montezinos met are clearly recognizable Jews who meet not only ethnic, but more importantly, 
religious requirements. If all Amerindians were of Jewish origin but had at some point stopped 
practicing a recognizable form of Judaism, then the messianic purpose of the Diaspora would be 
lost. Instead, it is clearly retained in the tribe of Reubenites who will lead the Jews to 
redemption. 
Ben Israel’s stance clearly distinguishes between Jewish and Christian forms of 
messianism. For Thorowgood, any evidence of Jewishness in the Amerindians strengthens the 
case for evangelism, the conversion of the Jews being a necessary component of the second 
coming. For ben Israel’s messianism, it is the purity of the Jewishness practiced by the 
“Reubenites” that indicates the immanence of the messiah.  
The differences between the two forms of messianism were, of course, insurmountable, 
but this brings me to the second reason for the error’s importance: it introduced the millenarian 
Christian community in England to the idea that not only could common ground be found 
between Jews and Christians, but Jewish messianism might lead to conversion. Even before its 
publication, news of ben Israel and his supposed support for the Jewish Indian theory prompted 
excitement. Writing in the preface of his 1649 treatise, The Glorious Progress of the Gospel 
Amongst the Indians in New England, Edward Winslow reported enthusiastically that: 
a godly minister of this City [Dury] writing to Rabbi ben Israel, a great Dr. of the Jews, 
now living at Amsterdam, to know whether after all their labor, travels, and most diligent 
enquiry, they did yet know what was become of the ten tribes of Israel? His answer was 
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to this effect, if not in these words, that they were certainly transported into America, and 
that they had infallible tokens of their being there.60 
After publishing THoI, ben Israel was besieged by letters and pamphlets addressed to him, 
including those of a non-millenarian bent. Sir Edward Spencer wrote a non-millenarian reply, A 
Brief Epistle to the Learned Menasseh ben Israel (1650) in which he derides Montezinos' 
narrative, encourages conversion, and suggests harsh restrictions on behavior should be attached 
to any kind of Jewish readmission.61 According to David Katz, Spencer opposed millenarianism 
(he seems somewhat dismissive of it in A Brief Epistle); however, Richard Popkin suggests that 
he also wrote the anonymous pamphlet, To the Learned Jew: Menasseh ben Israel of Amsterdam 
and to all of his Bretheren there and elsewhere, Grace, Mercy and Truth from the Most high God 
be granted and given (1650), which urges Jews to convert on the basis of the discovery of the 
lost tribes in the Americas.62 Katz suggests that Spencer feared the subtle hints for readmission in 
THoI, and recognized that the Jewish Indian Theory could become a political tool and sought to 
suppress its power immediately by immediately by calling Montezinos’ narrative into question.63 
It may be that Spencer sought to straddle both sides of the debate, urging conversion in both 
letters, and hoping that one of them hit home, even if he did not sincerely embrace 
millenarianism or the Jewish Indian Theory. 
As Achsach Guibbory has argued, the Quaker community sought a close relationship 
with the Jewish community in Amsterdam, and specifically with ben Israel, on the basis of 
millennial expectation and a shared “history of persecution.”64 Following the publication of the 
English translation of THoI, Margaret Fell, acting as a leader of the Quaker community, sought 
to initiate contact with ben Israel, who she saw as a representative of the Amsterdam Jewish 
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community. Millenarian conversion was the driving force behind her pamphlets, which she 
continued publishing well past ben Israel’s death in 1657.  
In her first pamphlet, For Menasseth ben Israel: The Call of the Jewes Out of Babylon 
(1656), she charges ben Israel: “as thou wilt answer it before the living God, that thou let this be 
read and published among thy Bretheren, and to goe abroad among them where they are 
scattered.” Fell sent copies of her pamphlet to the Netherlands to be translated into Dutch and 
Hebrew and distributed amongst the Jews. Publishers William Caton and William Ames, and 
John Stubbs and Samuel Fisher carried copies of To Menasseth, and later, A Loving Salutation to 
the Seed of Abraham among the Jewes (1656/1657) to the Netherlands.65 Between 1661 and 
1662, Caton went so far as to distribute copies of the pamphlets in a synagogue in Frankfort.66 It 
remains unclear whether ben Israel ever actually read any of Fell's pamphlets. He was in a 
difficult position, for as much as he may have found conversionist efforts useful for his own 
ends, he could never strongly encourage the hopes of proselytizers like Fell—as much for his 
own millenarian beliefs as for his more earthly ambition toward readmission.   
The difficult line Menasseh ben Israel walked may have brought him the benefit of public 
attention—and even public trust, to some extent—as a representative Jew who was willing to 
address Christian audiences, but it also contributed to the cooling of millenarian support when it 
became clear that he had no intention of converting. Margaret Fell may have made one of the 
more concerted efforts to bring ben Israel into her fold, but his long-time correspondent John 
Dury developed "a case of conscience" when the question of readmission was taken up during 
the Whitehall Conference. Writing to Samuel Hartlib a letter which was later published as A 
Case of Conscience, Whether it be lawful to admit Jews into a Christian Commonwealth, Dury 
suggests that in order to be readmitted, Jews must be obligated to listen to monthly proselytizing 
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sermons, and only be allowed to ask questions for edification rather than debate. Furthermore, 
Jews would be required to live separately and could only conduct religious services “in their own 
tongue” (8).67 Although Dury’s conversionist and millenarian intentions were always clear,68 
Katz makes the point that the restrictions he would place on the Jews indicate a less than 
wholehearted or unconditional approval of readmission.69 Furthermore, Dury adds a rather 
“hysterical” postscript in which he claims the following:70  
Menasseh Ben Israel’s demands are great, and the use which they make of great 
Priviledges, is not much to their commendation here, and elsewhere. They have wayes 
beyond all other men, to undermine a State, and to insinuate into those that are in Offices, 
and prejudicate the Trade of others; and therefore if they be not wisely restrained they 
will in short time be oppressive, if they be such as are here in Germany (9). 
At the end of the day, Christian millenarianism could not accept Jews on their own terms. The 
millenarian influence on the Whitehall conference may have largely contributed to its failure to 
reach a conclusion. 
 
Ben Israel and the Economic Argument for Readmission  
The millenarian reading has held sway for over thirty years because it remains 
convincing. However, it has been amended in several important ways: on the basis of economic 
reasons for readmission, on the basis of a developing sense of English national identity, and on 
the basis of "constitutional politics."71 Edgar Samuel has suggested that readmission was part of 
Cromwell’s larger economic policy, although it ultimately had less impact than he or the 
merchants who championed it may have hoped.72 As early as-as 1647, in A Word for the Army 
and two Words for the Kingdom to clear the one and cure the other, Hugh Peters suggested that 
 44 
Jews be admitted not on the basis of conversionary hopes, but for economic reasons: “That 
Merchants may have all manner of encouragement, the law of Merchants set up, and strangers, 
even Jewes admitted to trade, and live with us, that it may not be said we pray for their 
conversion, with whom we will not converse, wee being all but strangers on the Earth.”73 Peters 
wrote his tract to defend the New Model Army against charges of abuse of power, and to suggest 
ways for the country to move forward in building a new republic. This plan included developing 
and strengthening England’s foreign trade.  
As Samuel notes, many of the merchants who came to prominence during the first Civil 
War were colonial traders, rather than the cloth exporters who traditionally dominated the City of 
London and drove economic policy.74 These foreign traders were eager to use the contacts Jewish 
merchants could bring were they to settle in England. The cloth exporters, on the other hand, 
objected vociferously to the idea. When these colonial traders were consulted for the drafting of 
the Navigation Act of 1650, they made their priorities clear. Because the Act would prohibit 
foreign merchants from exporting to or trading with England and its colonies, Jewish 
readmission was an ideal solution. Dutch Jews who immigrated to England would help to 
undermine the Dutch monopoly on East Indian trade that was well entrenched by this time.75  
Following the death of William II of Orange, ambassadors were sent to the Hague to 
attempt to smooth out a political alliance between the two countries. During the 1651 visit, 
Oliver St. John and Walter Strickland visited with Menasseh ben Israel. Ben Israel mentions this 
meeting in the opening of the Humble Addresses, suggesting that it signaled to the Jewish 
community that England was seriously considering readmission (A3r). Although we do not know 
for certain what was discussed during this meeting, it may have been set up by Benjamin 
Worsley, the Secretary of the Council for Trade. Worsley's practice was to bolster English trade 
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by adopting successful Dutch methods. He was a Baptist minister, and the meeting may have 
been an attempt to capitalize on both Jewish trade connections and the interest shown by fellow 
Baptist minister, Henry Jessey, who was a regular correspondent with ben Israel.76 In fact, most 
of the colonial merchants who supported Jewish readmission on economic grounds were also 
Puritan Parliamentarians;77 therefore, there was a significant overlap in theological and economic 
motivations. 
Ben Israel attempts to capitalize on the economic argument in both the Humble Addresses 
(HA) and Vindiciae Judaeorum (VJ) (1656). In the HA, ben Israel suggests that Jewish facility in 
“merchandicing” makes them a “profitable” commodity to any nation: “the Jewish Nation, 
though scattered through the whole World, are not therefore a despisable people, but as a Plant 
worthy to be planted in the whole world, received into populous are not therefore a despisable 
people, but as a Plant worthy to be planted in the whole world, received into populous Cities: 
who ought to plant them in those places, which are most secure from danger; being trees of most 
savory fruit and profit, to be alwayes most favoured with Lawes and Priviledges; or Prerogatives, 
secured and defended by Armes” (HA 5). By comparing the Jews to crops, ben Israel counters 
the common complaint that Jews, as a landless nation, never will settle in one place and will 
instead take England’s wealth away with them when they left. Jews can thrive and build a 
permanent community if they are welcomed and tended rather than abused.  
This analogy also characterizes “merchandicing,” or trade, as a crop that must be 
cultivated—if England wants to rival the Dutch in trade, the Jews are the crop that will produce 
that fruit. Although Jews have become traders through circumstance, because they have “no 
oportunity to live in their own Country, to till the Lands or other like employments, give 
themselves wholy unto merchandizing…wheresoever they go to dwell, there presently the 
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Traficq begins to florish” (HA 2). In this way, ben Israel implies that the Jews are natural 
farmers, driven to cultivate trade just as others cultivate the land. Jews will "till" their own land 
if they have it, but because they do not, they can only make the best of their situation by 
spreading wealth and civility wherever they go. Their family ties keep their community strong, 
which in turn strengthens their ability to bring wealth and financial security to their adopted 
countries.  
In VJ, ben Israel tackles the same fear, “that if the Iewes come to dwell [in England], they 
will draw unto themselves the whole Negotiation, to the great damage of the naturall 
Inhabitants” by explicitly discussing the economics of trade (VJ 33).78 He argues that Jewish 
traders “can be no prejudice at all to the English Nation: because, principally in transporting their 
goods, they [the English] would gain much, by reason of the publick payments of customes, 
excise, &c” (34). Furthermore, ben Israel suggests that if by chance Jewish trading brings down 
the price of a commodity, it would actually benefit the English people “by that means the 
Commonwealth would gain in buying cheaper, and procuring it at a lesser rate” (VJ 34). He then 
points out that because Jewish traders “hath sailed into almost all parts of the world,” they are 
capable of bringing both imports into England and exporting English goods (VJ 33).  
Ben Israel’s argument about Jewish trading strength turns on his characterization of Jews 
as a Diasporic people. Biblical and rabbinic interpretations of the Diaspora connect it to 
messianic expectation by suggesting that only the Messiah’s redemption can end Jewish 
suffering and return them to Israel.79 The Jews’s landless state, then, is a continuing punishment 
by God. And yet, their suffering through exile does not indicate that God has abandoned the 
Jews—in fact, ben Israel claims that Jewish facility with trade results from God’s continuing 
protection and love, “for having banished them from their own Countrey, yet not from his 
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Protection, hee hath given them, as it were, a naturall instinct, by which they might not onely 
gain what was necessary for their need, but that they should also thrive in Riches and 
possessions; whereby they should not onely become gracious to their Princes and Lords, but that 
they should be invited by others to come and dwell in their Lands” (HA 1). In some ways, the 
Jews’s punishment contains the key to their salvation: they may be landless, but they need not be 
homeless.  
Furthermore, ben Israel argues, the Jews do God’s work in trading, for though God has 
created a bounteous earth, God also has sought to bring humanity together by “part[ing] his 
benefits amongst them; by which way, he hath made them all wanting the help of others” (VJ 
34). Although “there is not in the world, a more understanding people, for most Navigations, and 
more capable of all Negotiation, then the English Nation are,” England still needs the assistance 
of Jewish traders to bring “things so necessary for the life of man" such as "wine, oyl, figs, 
almonds, raisins, and all the drougs of India” (VJ 34). By providing the English with the “things 
so necessary for the life of man,” ben Israel suggests that Jews provide a civilizing force that 
brings their global trading partners under the aegis and protection of God. By entwining the 
economic argument with a religious one, he speaks directly to those influential Puritan merchants 
who may have had as much interest in spreading Christianity as in increasing their own wealth. 
That he can also tie these arguments to the concerns of Jewish messianism serves as an 
additional bonus, if not one that would have been readily apparent to all Christian readers. 
 
English National Identity, the Ancient Constitution, and Natural Rights 
The second important amendment to Katz’s millenarian argument about readmission 
comes from James Shapiro. In Shakespeare and the Jews, Shapiro argues that readmission—
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especially the narrative/historiography of readmission—had much to do with the formation of 
English national identity. In the moment of 1656, readmission could be characterized as 
“redefining what it meant to be English during a period marked by social, religious, and political 
instability.”80 Shapiro usefully situates readmission both within its cultural moment and in the 
larger context of the role Jews have played throughout England’s history, from their crossing 
with William I in 1066 to the present day. He characterizes the Jewish question as one of 
belonging: how could the Jews be English citizens when they already belonged to an 
“international nation?”81 Shapiro points out a fundamental shift in the way Anglo-Jews 
characterized their residence in England between 1656 and their 1689 petition, The Case of the 
Jews Stated, against a parliamentary bill that would institute special taxes against Jews. In their 
petition, the Jewish community argues that: 
The Jews being a Nation that cannot lay claim to any Country do never remove from any 
part where they are Tollerated, and Protected; and therefore may be lookt upon to be of a 
greater Advantage to this Kingdom than any other Foreigners, who commonly, so soon as 
they have got good Estates, return with them into their own Countries. 
At the heart of this argument lies the claim that because the Jews have no homeland of their own, 
they cannot owe allegiance to any state other than that in which they reside, especially when 
their host state grants them protection and toleration. Many of the Jews (or at least, the heads of 
household) had been granted denization, by which process they were granted some rights of 
citizenship, including the right to own, but not inherit, land. They could neither vote nor hold 
public office.82 Although not full citizens, they were as close as they could be without being fully 
naturalized, which was rare in this period. In this way, the petitioners base their claim solely on 
national identity.83  
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English national identity as a category was subject to vibrant contest throughout the 
seventeenth century. In particular, scholars and polemicists alike turned toward English history—
especially English legal and constitutional history—as a way to characterize the English as a 
cosmopolitan conglomeration of ancient races: Britons, Angles, Saxons, Goths, Danes, Romans, 
and Normans. While Jews could certainly be included in this discourse, too often their 
contributions to the ancient constitution were read negatively by English historiographers. They 
were often depicted as receiving special privileges that harmed "native" English, and their 
influence (which was in reality very small) viewed as a corrupting force. Partly because of their 
desire to remain autonomous and partly because of ethnocentrism, Jews were always understood 
to be aliens without legitimate access to the same rights and identity claims as other English 
people. The Jews existed outside of the history of ethnoterritorial conquest that the English 
melded with the development of common law to forge a characteristically English identity. Yet, 
as Colin Kidd has shown, while "libertarian Anglo-Saxonism" dominated the period's 
constitutional historiography and legal discourse, other ancient races were understood to have 
contributed—for better or worse—to the English Constitution.84  
Concern over ancient constitutions was not, in and of itself, unique to England. 
Throughout Europe in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, intellectuals were invested in the 
concept and the uses to which a study of ancient constitutions could be put. In much of Europe, 
especially in Scotland, France, and the Netherlands, the discourse of ancient constitutionality 
was highly polemical, used mostly by Calvinist rebels to justify their causes.85 In England, on the 
other hand, ancient constitutionalism could not be claimed by one political faction, and instead 
served as a “shared language” for political discourse, or, a particular discursive mentality. As 
Glenn Burgess argues,  
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The key feature of this variety of ancient constitutionalist theory was possession of an 
evolutionary theory of history. It did not assert the identity of past and present, but it did 
assert that a continuous process had transformed the former into the latter in such a way 
that they were, in essence, the same. This process of ‘change' was characteristically seen 
as a gradual refinement whereby the customs and laws of a nation remained always in 
perfect accord with their environment (i.e. the needs of the national that they served). The 
English ancient constitution was not a state to which the English ought to return (as the 
French was, in a sense, to Hotman); it was a state in which they still lived.86 
In this way, the concept of the ancient constitution formed the basis of English national identity. 
From Bacon, to Coke, and later from Selden to Hobbes, the relation of English common law to 
its people and to the state served as an additional, and in some ways, complimentary discourse to 
that of the debates between Anglicans and dissenters over ecclesiastical authority. This is not to 
say, however, that discussion of the ancient constitution was never polemical.87 Both royalists 
and republicans looked toward the ancient constitution to justify their particular ideological 
stances and political goals. In this way, ancient constitutionalism served as a shared and 
contested language, with both sides laying claim to the “correct” interpretation.  
During the Civil Wars and the Commonwealth, the nature of government, of the 
relationship between citizens and the state, characterized the debate over English national 
identity. If England were no longer a monarchy, then what kind of authority did the state—or 
Parliament—have, and how was that authority legitimated? If a citizen had the right to liberty of 
conscience, then did the state have the obligation to also protect liberty of practice? How far did 
liberty of practice extend? These decisions were guided by political mindset of the 
Commonwealth, which can be characterized as a kind of liberal republicanism, that is, 
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republicanism characterized by individual rather than communal liberty.88 The debate over the 
ancient constitution provided a logical framework through which to argue about the nature of 
these individual liberties.  
Elaine Glaser, in Judaism without Jews: Philosemitism and Christian Polemic in Early 
Modern England, situates the readmission debate within the context of this larger debate over 
common law and the ancient constitution. She characterizes readmission as primarily a legal 
question. The Whitehall Conference attempted to answer two questions: 1) Whether there existed 
a legal impediment to the Jews’ return, and 2) If no legal impediment existed, whether or not— 
and how—Jews should be readmitted. In other words, the first question was a formal question, 
while the second was a practical question. While the polemical tracts and pamphlets produced in 
response to the conference tend to emphasize the second issue, advocating either for or against 
readmission on economic or religious grounds, the conference itself focused mostly on the first 
question. At issue was whether or not the Jews had been expelled by an act of Parliament or a 
royal order, and, if the expulsion was a royal order, whether it constituted a legal exercise of 
monarchical power.  
It was the legal issues that polemicists such as William Prynne addressed. In his 
misnamed treatise, A Short Demurrer to the Jewes Long Discontinuted Remitter into England 
(the full text—parts one and two—comes in at around 360 pages,) Prynne recounts the anti-
Semitic version of the Jews’ history in England from the Norman Conquest to the Edict of 
Expulsion, with the aim of demonstrating why Jews were deservedly expelled. Prynne’s treatise 
ranges over topics from financial extortion to various incarnations of the blood libel.  
While the Short Demurrer reads more like a catalog of tried and true anti-Jewish 
complaints, Glaser points out the critical connection between Prynne's argument and the larger 
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concern about the authority of English common law.89 In fact, although Prynne addresses 
readmission, his treatise responds not to the discourse on that topic, but rather to Hugh Peter’s 
1651 treatise, Good work for a good magistrate, which does not address readmission at all, but 
rather attacks common law methodology, whereby legal precedents accumulate over time.90 In 
other words, Peters attacks the very underpinning of the ancient constitution and suggests instead 
that the ten commandments and ancient biblical law provide the only necessary guide to 
morality:  
For a Bodie of Laws, I know none but such as should bee the result of sound reason, nor 
do I know anie such reason, but what the God of wisdom hath appointed. Therefore, the 
Moral Law (that short Law called ten words) is doubtles best, to which Moses’s judicials 
added, with Solomon’s Rules and experiments, will be compleat. I wish our Lawyers 
would urge these for Law; and not those obsolete presidents, which will hardly prove, or 
make a Sea man’s suit to fit our occasions. Neccesitie is the mother, and ill manners 
together, of the best Laws (32).91 
Thus, Prynne uses one of Peter’s earlier suggested reforms to answer Peter’s larger attack on 
common Law. Prynne launches a vituperative attack on medieval Anglo-Jews, in order to 
demonstrate the development of a specific legal history that led to their banishment: 
I hope the God of the Spirits of all flesh, will in this stupid, selfish, degenerated age, raile 
up some heroick active publike English Spirits of all these rankes, not only to preserve 
our precious antient Records from Hugh Peters designed Martyrdom [Peters had suggests 
that the tower records used for establishing legal precedents under common law be 
burned,] but likewise diligently to study and extract such useful collections out of them, 
as I have hinted, for the benefit, honor of their Native country, and advantage of 
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succeeding ages, of which I have here given them a leading president in the Historical, 
Legal, Chronological collections relating only to our English Iews (144-145).92 
In this way, Prynne illustrates the practical benefits of common law, in this case, to keep the Jews 
out of England.93 In addition, Prynne claims that common law strengthens the English spirit, an 
argument that calls directly on the relationship between the ancient constitution and English 
national identity. Unlike others, including other Puritans and the much admired legal scholar, 
John Selden, Prynne keeps that identity free from any taint of Judaism. For Prynne, because the 
Jews came over with William the Conqueror—“but there being no mention of the Jews in any of 
our Saxon Kings Raigns, Councils, Decrees, Laws before [Edward] the Confessor”—and the true 
English common law developed before 1066, Jewish readmission would introduce an 
unwelcome foreign element to English common law and English national identity akin to a new 
Norman invasion.  
Prynne also offers a legal argument for why the Edict of Expulsion was not only morally 
justified, but legal and binding in perpetuity: “None once banished the Realm by judgement or 
Act of Parliament, can, may, or ought, by the fundamental and known common Laws of England, 
to be restored and recalled again, but only by a like judgement, Act, and Restitution in full 
Parliament” (64). Prynne here speaks directly to the question of Parliamentary authority. In the 
Commonwealth period, Parliamentary authority as separate and more legitimate than the abusive 
monarchical power exercised by the Stuarts was key to promoting a distinct English national 
identity that rested on the will of the people and common law.  
Early modern historiography of the expulsion increasingly had painted it as an abuse of 
the royal prerogative—more evidence of the illegitimacy of monarchical tyranny. Although 
general anti-Jewish sentiment pervaded the historiography of the expulsion, that did not stop 
 54 
writers like John Speed and John Stowe from characterizing the event as more evidence of 
Edward’s greed and exploitation of powerless groups. Speed writes that Edward “banish’d the 
Jews out of his Realm, on Account of their Haveing eaten his People to the Bones; not neglecting 
therein his particular Gain” (545).94 Similarly, John Stowe writes that Edward “made a mighty 
mass of money of their houses, which he sold, and yet the commons of England had granted and 
gave him a fifteenth of all their goods to banish them; and thus much for the Jews” (558).95 In 
Stowe’s view, the commons, not the king, should have benefited from the banishment.  
Although the physical Edict of Expulsion was lost to history, Parliamentarians like 
Prynne were eager to demonstrate that it was enacted not by royal decree, but rather by an act of 
Parliament:  
That this their banishment was by the unanimous desire, judgement, edict and decree 
both of the King and his Parliament, and not by the King alone: and this Banishment, 
totall of them all, and likewise final, Never to return into England. Which Edict and 
Decree, though not now extant in our Parliament Rolls (many of which are utterly lost) 
nor in our printed Statutes, yet it is mentioned by all these Authorities and Records (63). 
Because Prynne hopes to use this case to establish the authority of common law and Parliament, 
it is imperative that Parliament participated in the banishment. If it did, then as Prynne argues, 
“None once banished the Realm by judgement or Act of Parliament, can, may, or ought, by the 
fundamental and known common Laws of England, to be restored and recalled again,” without 
another act of Parliament:  
Therefore the Jews being so long since by Judgement, Edict and Decree both of the King 
and Parliament for ever banished out of England (never since repealed or reversed) 
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neither may, nor can by Law be re-admitted, reduced into England again, but by common 
consent and Act of Parliament, which I conceive they will never be able to obtain (65). 
On the other side of the issue lay the argument that if the king did indeed abuse his authority, 
leaving Parliament out of the decision to banish the Jews, then the Edict of Expulsion was 
invalid, meaning there was no legal impediment to the Jews returning to England. Indeed, this 
theory was discussed and accepted by some during the Whitehall conference. As Nathaniel 
Crouch records in his history of the conference: 
The Judges Glynn and Steel said, There was no law which forbid the Jews returning into 
England; and it was therefore insisted on, that they might come upon terms and 
agreement, and might at first be only permitted and connived at, which might be 
restrained if any inconveniency happened, and that all due care might be taken to prevent 
their blaspheming the Lord Jesus Christ, adoring the law, and seducing others (208).96 
Henry Jessey’s account of the proceedings supports Crouch’s assertion. Jessey writes: “Also the 
Lawyers said, That there is no Law that forbids the Jews return into England” (9).97 As a lawyer, 
Prynne was especially keen to contradict those of his profession who would use their 
interpretation of the law to support readmission.  
Glaser’s and Shapiro’s approaches to the issue of readmission provide an important and 
compelling counterpoint to the Katz’s argument. I would like to extend their approach to focus 
more fully on the political theory that underlies the question of Parliamentary authority in the 
Commonwealth and its effect on English national identity. As I argue in the remainder of this 
chapter, Menasseh ben Israel’s Humble Addresses and Vindiciae Judaeorum establish an 
important mode of thinking that may have contributed to the ways in which Anglo-Jews, and 
even other English men and women, perceived the readmission narrative. Furthermore, I contend 
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that this mode of thinking precipitated the development of an Anglo-Jewish identity that was 
consistent with the developing conceptions of liberal English identity and citizenship.  
Menasseh ben Israel’s legacy contributed to the ability of the Jewish petitioners in The 
Case of the Jews Stated to argue that “[t]he Jews being a Nation that cannot lay claim to any 
Country do never remove from any part where they are Tollerated, and Protected; and therefore 
may be lookt upon to be of a greater Advantage to this Kingdom than any other Foreigners.” And 
while the petitioners were unsuccessful, they failed not because Parliament disagreed with their 
rationale, but rather because of their timing: the petition was submitted prior to the bill’s being 
read in Parliament, and therefore, Parliament declined to receive it.98 H.Q. Enriques provides a 
useful summary of the events involving the tax and the petition the group of Jews brought 
against it: 
On Tuesday, November 19 [1659], before the bill had been read a first time, Mr. Foley 
delivered the Petition to the House, but objections to its being read were immediately 
made. One member questioned whether the Jews were subjects to the King with a right to 
petition Parliament. Another asserted that in any case they had no greater right of 
petitioning than their fellow subjects, and therefore could not petition against an Aid. To 
these objections Mr. Foley replied: “I think that for the honour of the House you are to 
hear what they will say. When you lay a general tax upon a whole kingdom, you can 
receive no petition against it, because all are represented here, but when there is a 
particular tax on men they may petition.” Mr. Speaker Powle stated that he never knew a 
petition against a Bill before the House was seised of it, and it was decided not to receive 
the Petition.99 
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Notably, the petition was rejected on a technicality. The debate over the petition indicates that the 
Jews’ status as denizized aliens created confusion about their legal standing and their ability to 
protest an imposed tax. As denizens, they were not full citizens, but had most rights of citizens 
and were subjects of the crown. As the one MP asserted, they had “no greater right” than any 
other subject, meaning that other subjects would also not be found to have standing in such a 
case.  
Foley’s comment indicates that he, at least, did not recognize that the group’s claim to be 
a nation without land gave them any kind of special status. In fact, their claim to separate Jewish 
nationhood does not signify at all with Foley, as can be understood from his assertion that rather 
than being a “whole kingdom,” this group stands as a group of individual men, and by the rights 
and honors of individuals, Parliament ought to hear the petition. Indeed, other sections of the 
petition also indicate that the Jews paradoxically saw themselves acting on behalf of their 
diasporic nation and as individuals. They assert later that,  
And Whereas the Jews are informed, that there is a rumour goes about, That what these 
are not able to pay, the Jews in other Parts will make up, looking upon them all to make 
but one Body, though at never so great a distance from each other: They humbly take 
leave to represent, that in Truth every one particular Man among them subsists of himself, 
without dependance on any other; And that they cannot expect any Assistance, or Relief 
from any other place whatsoever: But instead thereof, those abroad will certainly 
withdraw their Effects, and Correspondencies, and never be concerned any more with 
them; which will be the utter ruine, and Destruction of them.  
The argument, which follows the first assertion that Jews are a “Nation that cannot lay claim to 
any Country,” indicates the fluidity of what could be called a Jewish national identity. This group 
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recognizes that on a theological-political level they exist as a separate nation, but on a strictly 
earthly, civil level, they do not. Instead, they must rely on the will and laws of the state in which 
they live for support. The Parliament, on some level, seems to recognize their precarious 
position, although they never clearly articulate it.  
To develop a clearer picture of why such a claim could be made in England only thirty 
years after the Whitehall conference, and despite the repeated attempts of Protestant petitions to 
reinstitute the expulsion (various petitioners tried unsuccessfully with Richard Cromwell, 
Charles II, James II, and William and Mary), I would like to return to the issue of the ancient 
constitution and its relationship to natural rights theories, particularly in the work of John Selden 
and his successor, Thomas Hobbes. Both of these thinkers strongly influenced England’s 
burgeoning liberal political philosophy, and Selden especially influenced practical politics as a 
Member of Parliament. By understanding their theories of natural law, natural rights, and the 
social contract, as well as how those ideas relate to toleration, we can lay a foundation for 
reading Menasseh ben Israel’s Humble Addresses and Vindiciae Judaeorum. 
Medieval legal documents provided the primary source material for much of the debate 
about the English constitution, but ancient Jewish law also provided insight for scholars and 
jurists like Selden, whose collected works represent one of the most comprehensive repositories 
of Judaic Scholarship in the period. In particular, Selden’s 1640 study of the Noahide precepts 
for natural law, De Jure Naturale et Gentium juxta Disciplinam Ebraeorum, and his extensive 
three-volume study of the civil application of Jewish law, De Synedriss et Praefecturis Juridicis 
Veterum Ebraeorum (1650-1655), demonstrate how Selden understood Ancient Jewish law as an 
influence on the English constitution. As an Erastian, Selden believed that the English state, 
rather than the ecclesiastical courts, should adjudicate religious offenses. Selden did write a 
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history of the English constitution that focused primarily on Anglo-Saxon history, Analecton 
Anglobritannicon (1607), but to understand why he turned to a consideration of Judaism in his 
mature work, it will be useful to understand his basic premise of natural law and its relationship 
to the state.  
Selden’s depiction of the natural law differed in key points from those of his predecessor, 
Hugo Grotius, and his successor, Thomas Hobbes. For Selden, the law of nature and God’s 
authority are one and the same: 
I cannot fancy to myself what the law of nature means, but the law of God. How should I 
know I ought not to steal, I ought not to commit adultery, unless some body had told me 
so? Surely ’tis because I have been told so. ’Tis not because I thinking I ought not to do 
them, nor because you think I ought not; if so, our minds might change: Whence then 
comes the restraint? From a higher power, nothing else can bind. I cannot bind myself, 
for I may untie one another. It must be a superior power, even God Almighty (101).100  
For Selden, natural law, and thus natural rights, come directly from God. At key points in human 
history. To Adam in Eden, and following the great flood, to Noah and his sons, God gave clear 
commands about the proper behavior (and subsequent punishments for violation) expected of 
humankind. In more practical application, because “the civil laws of all societies, rested on the 
command of God ‘You must abide by contracts and forms of government agreed on by the 
citizens, and you must keep your word or some such decree’…[t]he keeping of contracts was 
fundamental to social life.” 101 For Selden, the Hebrew State presented an ideal example of the 
relationship between natural and civil law. Selden argued that through Shem (Noah’s eldest son,) 
the tradition of natural law was carried through to the ancient Hebrew state. While descendants 
of Noah’s other sons (most of Europe) had lost sight of the divine nature of natural law, the 
 60 
Hebrew state was imbued from the beginning with this divine character, and therefore existed as 
a special case upon which Selden based his theories of government. The social contract based on 
God’s command of obedience underpinned every civil law that grew out of it. While this theory 
could easily lead to a justification of absolutism, Selden found that the social contract imposed 
mutual obligations: the citizens had as much expectation of obedience to the laws on the part of 
the king or Parliament as the government did of them. For this reason, Selden supported 
Parliament in the argument over the raising of the militia that led to the Civil War in 1642.102 
Selden understood the ancient Hebrew state and its governing body, the Sanhedrin, as an 
ideal model for the English Commonwealth and Parliament. In Israel, the civil laws directly 
corresponded to God’s law, and so there existed no need for a separate ecclesiastical court. 
Although Selden rejected the ten commandments as a special body of law that applied only to the 
Jewish people, he upheld to the Noahide precepts as applying to all humankind. These two 
stances combine in a way that allows Selden to support civil and religious policies of 
toleration.103 Although Selden died before the readmission question became prominent, he may 
very well have supported the idea—as Shapiro notes, in turning not only to the Torah, but also to 
the Talmud and other Jewish scholarship and even medieval Anglo-Jewish history in his 
scholarship, Selden collapses easy distinctions between ancient Israelites and contemporary 
Jews.104 Selden's recorded attitude toward contemporary Jews is tolerant rather than 
obsequiously philo-Semitic:   
Talk what you will of the Jews, that they are Cursed, they thrive where’er they come; 
they are able to oblige the Prince of the Country by lending him money, none of them 
beg; they keep together; and for their being hated, my life for yours, the Christians hate 
one another as much (79). 
 61 
In this, Selden suggests that Christian in-fighting is as much, if not more, problematic as anti-
Semitism. Jews, at the very least, have survived and maintained a cohesive religious identity in 
the face of Diaspora, and have even managed to obtain some forms of practical stability through 
contracting—or bribing—the states in which they live.105 In this way, Jews provide a crucial 
economic function: by “lending [the government] money,” they supply international funds for 
investment.  
Selden models his stance on toleration on the law applying to Gentiles in the ancient 
Hebrew state. Because the ten commandments applied only to Jews, non-Jews could not be 
required to uphold them; they only could be expected to uphold the Noahide precepts. In fact, a 
Gentile attempted to uphold the ten commandments could have been subject to penalties, 
including death. Instead, the “righteous among the gentiles” will share in God’s salvation: 
Whoever accepts upon himself the fulfillment of these seven precepts and is precise in 
their observance is called one of the righteous among the gentiles and will merit a share 
in the world to come. This applies only when one accepts them and fulfils them because 
the holy one, blessed be he, commanded them and informed us through Moses our 
teacher that they were commanded from of old to the children of Noah. But if one 
decides to perform them as a result of personal preference rather than because God 
commanded them, then such a person is not a proselyte of the dwelling-place, nor of the 
righteous among the Gentiles, nor of their wise persons.106 
Rosenblatt notes that “proselyte of the dwelling-place” refers specifically to one who “renounces 
idolatry for the sake of acquiring limited citizenship.”107 In other words, one who understands 
him or herself to be under an obligation to obey God's commandments (either the ten 
commandments or the Noahide precepts), whether a Jew or a Gentile, is preferable and more 
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morally sound than one who follows the commandments for other reasons. A person recognizing 
his or her obligation to God will share in salvation. Such a position has ramifications for both the 
issue of liberty of conscience and of toleration beyond dissenting Protestants, and applies to 
contemporary Jews. Selden's position is more articulately stated in Table Talk:108 
We may understand the meaning of σωτηρία, salvation, from the Jews, to whom the 
Saviour was promised. They held that themselves should have the chief place of 
happiness in the other world; but the gentiles that were good men, should likewise have 
their portion of bliss there too. Now by Christ the partition-wall is broken down, and the 
gentiles that believe in him, are admitted to the same place of bliss with the Jews. And 
why then should not that portion of happiness still remain to them who do not believe in 
Christ, so they be morally good. This is a charitable opinion.109  
In practical application, Selden acknowledges that Salvation is possible without recognizing 
Christ as savior. Selden could even be said to argue that Jews cannot be expected to uphold the 
laws of the Anglican Church because they continue to be subject instead to God’s original 
commandments. If this is the case, than any religious objection should not be enough to prohibit 
toleration for Jews. Because Selden’s Erastianism and Hebraism grant no difference between 
civil and ecclesiastical authority, in his ideal state there also can be no legal bar to Jewish 
toleration, or even some forms of citizenship—although what the latter might be remains 
undefined. 
Selden’s position on the relationship between church and state is perhaps less common 
than that of contemporaries like Edward Coke, but his influence was far reaching. In particular, 
Selden exercised a strong influence over Hobbes, whose theories of government and the social 
contract became foundational for later Enlightenment political theory. The key difference 
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between Selden and Hobbes is that for Hobbes, religion does not play a significant part in natural 
law or natural rights. Natural rights, for Hobbes, boiled down to the right of self preservation.  
A person in the state of nature has a right to anything that might aid in his or her self-
preservation.110 What stops a person in the state of nature from exercising his or her will over 
others are the primary laws of nature, which are grounded in reason rather than fear of divine 
punishment, as they are for Selden. Hobbes' laws of nature hold that all people must seek peace 
and must willingly give up their right to all things that might aid in self-preservation in order for 
peace to reign. Civil government forms out of people's right to self-preservation and the 
obligation to seek peace: "Those Levies therfore which are made upon mens estates, by the 
Soveraign Authority, are no more but the price of that Peace and Defence which the sovraignty 
maintaineth for them."111 For Hobbes, the social contract entails individuals banding together 
under a sovereign who takes on the burden of preserving the lives and safety of the whole.  
Like Selden, Hobbes’s theory can be extended to argue in favor of absolutism: once a 
subject gives up his or her right of self-preservation to the sovereign, who acts as the head of the 
state (the leviathan), then the sovereign’s judgment supersedes the subject’s. Reductive readings 
can and have read Hobbes as arguing that the subject loses all right of resistance, but this is not 
the case. Hobbes allows for an important exception to the submission of a subject to the 
sovereign: the right of self-defense. Rather than applying only when one’s life is immediately at 
stake (such as when being faced with a state-ordered execution,) the subject retains the right to 
resist laws and actions that negatively affect his or her life, such as incriminating oneself or one’s 
spouse or the loss of livelihood.112  
The sovereign cannot take away the right to private judgment, and for Hobbes, private 
judgment in moral, ideological, and religious matters presents a danger to social stability.113 For 
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this reason, Hobbes subordinates religious practice to the state. This stance makes sense in light 
of his premise that the state is obligated to protect its citizens.114 Hobbes understands the Church 
to be a product of historically accumulated practices designed to exert power over individual 
philosophy, much like he understood English common law to be a historical accumulation of 
laws based on the will of the sovereign.115 Church structures and doctrine are human rather than 
divine creations, and for this reason, they are a “usurpation” of the pastoral responsibilities of the 
sovereign.116 Ultimately, by placing Church functions within the bounds of the state, Hobbes 
shifts a subject’s obligation from the Church to the state; and, because a subject’s right of 
resistance—the right to private judgement—extends to behaviors and beliefs that do not directly 
inhibit the stability of the state, Hobbes allows for significant flexibility in terms of religious 
toleration. Given that he himself held radical religious beliefs (he was often accused of atheism 
following the publication of Leviathan, largely because he attempted to make Christian doctrine 
align with his materialism), his efforts to assure a subject the right to liberty of conscience are a 
coherent part of his legal and political philosophy.  
Both Hobbes and Selden settle religious practice within the bounds of civil, rather than 
ecclesiastical authority, although the foundations underpinning their philosophy diverge 
significantly. In both cases, however, their philosophy leaves open the possibility of Jewish 
toleration. Toleration, in the mid-seventeenth century and today, has been regularly characterized 
as a larger power condescending to a small minority, or as the grudging allowance of practices 
and beliefs that the majority views as distasteful, or even flat-out wrong; however, when placed 
within the context of a social contract tradition, we can understand toleration as a process of 
negotiation whereby each party undertakes an obligation to uphold the security and stability of 
the state. Toleration consists not only of restraining oneself from taking action against a group or 
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individual with whom one has a fundamental disagreement while also maintaining a relationship 
with this with whom one disagrees.117 As Ingrid Creppel points out, toleration implicitly 
recognizes the power of minority groups to negotiate their relationship with the state and other 
powers; therefore, toleration can never be based on condescension alone.118 Toleration always 
entails a relationship built on mutual obligation.  
The English Civil war and the rise of republicanism upset the balance of power between 
church and state. The political composition of the Commonwealth stood in opposition to the 
construction that Hobbes, and to a lesser extent, Selden, advocate; however, the net result was 
the same: no longer is citizenship—especially in positions of power—bound up within the 
Anglican Church. Although the Church of England officially became Presbyterian during the 
Commonwealth period, the voices of other dissenters also became much louder and more 
influential in politics, as we can see in the debate over readmission. If religious affiliation no 
longer stood in for national identification, then other paradigms for the obligation between the 
subject and the state had to be established.  
As a practical matter, toleration became essential to daily political life. Toleration began 
to serve as a language for understanding how to relate to community members on a purely 
political level, distinct from the structures of Church authority. As Creppel puts it: 
[B]ecause the nature an unity of the Christian community was based on dogmatic, 
doctrinal truths, and the political authorities served to protect them, the collapse of this 
doctrinal unity raised in an answerable way—at least in the terms available to them—the 
basis of political and moral-religious obligation. The ideologically salient and 
theoretically elaborated aspect of one's communal moral identity was not language, race, 
or ethnicity but words—doctrines, a logos—that embodied a set of true beliefs. This does 
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not mean that there did not exist traditions of obligation to one's land, ethnic or linguistic 
group, of "national" heritage. It means that these were not articulated with the same moral 
status as the language of religious membership. The explicit assertion of the normative 
validity of toleration, therefore, must depend upon calling out into public awareness other 
sources of obligation, community, and membership—alternative grounds on which one's 
identity and identification could be based. At one level, a language of toleration is 
fundamentally an attempt to express in ethical terms the independent validity of the 
political realm.119 
This is not to say that the majority of English people no longer considered England a Christian 
country, or that the state did not actively suppress some Christian groups. Parliament still 
maintained the Church of England as a state religion and actively oppressed some groups, such 
as Catholics, and the antinomians and Quakers through the 1650 Blasphemy Act.120 Instead, it 
means that the form of Christianity required for enfranchisement was no longer certain. Although 
the structure of the Commonwealth was antithetical to Hobbes's ideal state, it ironically instituted 
a kind of relationship between subject and state reminiscent of that ideal. For this reason, the 
formation of the Commonwealth opened up the possibility for Jewish membership—if not 
citizenship—in the English state in a way that was previously unthinkable. 
 
Ben Israel’s Republicanism and the Jewish Social Contract 
Jews had long sought just such a Hobbesian relationship between themselves and a state. 
The diasporic nature of the Jewish nation produces the need for a Hobbesian contract. Because 
Jews cannot identify with a community on the basis of shared religion, they must seek a social 
contract based on a political-moral obligation to the state. When Selden claims of the Jews, “they 
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are able to oblige the Prince of the Country by lending him money, none of them beg,” he 
implies that the Jews establish a mutually beneficial relationship between themselves and the 
state based upon mutual obligation. Although this relationship is built on a financial exchange, it 
does not change the underlying nature the of contracts and obligations upon which the basic 
relationship is built.  
This dichotomy lies at the heart of the failure of the Whitehall conference. For all that 
Hobbes influenced the development of political philosophy, his work did not have the immediate 
effect of altering the way the English understood the role of religion in the state. Differing 
Puritan sects wished to see their own interpretation of Christian doctrine established as the state 
religion, and this tension challenged the traditional balance of power between religion and 
politics. Even so, Christianity continued to operate as a shared language through which to hash 
out these questions of dominance, which created difficulty when it came to Jewish resettlement. 
The groups most strenuously advocating for readmission saw their purpose as religious, but they 
could not ultimately achieve their ends only through theological structures and language because 
from a Jewish perspective, the Jews would not return under such conditions. The ability to live 
openly as Jews, specifically as and Anglo-Jewish political community, was, to them, essential to 
their successful return.  
In the HA and VJ, ben Israel attempts to capitalize on the developing discourse of 
toleration and the social contract in his efforts to convince Parliament of the benefits of 
readmission. I would like to turn now to these texts to show how ben Israel uses this language 
and the language of ancient constitutionalism to suggest a particularly Jewish form of social 
contract— one that takes as its basis the original covenant between God and the Jewish people— 
that relies on God’s command to support earthly princes.  
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Although ben Israel differs from both Selden and Hobbes, he employs aspects of both 
their philosophies to make his arguments more legible to the English Parliament and other 
readers. Ben Israel was likely familiar with both Hobbes and Selden. Not only did he call many 
English millenarians friends, but he also maintained a friendship with both Hugo Grotius and the 
Vossius family. Grotius maintained a friendly rivalry with Selden, upon whom he had great 
influence. Ben Israel generally experienced far more success in the non-Jewish community than 
he did within his own community. As one of the most widely read members of the Jewish 
community in the seventeenth century, his broad scholarly interests often got him into trouble 
with community leaders who, in their efforts to recapture a specifically Jewish identity after 
fleeing Portugal and Spain, were far more insular and rigid in their approach to Judaism than he. 
Whether or not he owned copies of either philosopher, the discourse of Hobbesian and Seldenian 
political philosophy had already changed the landscape into which ben Israel entered with his 
political tracts.  
The HA served as ben Israel’s first petition to Cromwell and Parliament, although it was 
also published for general consumption. In it, ben Israel asks Cromwell to grant the Jewish 
people permission to resettle in England and freely—and publicly—to practice Judaism: 
that ye would, according to that Piety & Power wherein you are eminent beyond others, 
vouchsafe to grant, that the Great & Glorious Name of the Lord our God may be extolled, 
and solemnly worshipped and praised by us through all the bounds of this Common-
wealth; & to grant us place in your Countrey, that we may have our Synagogues, and free 
exercise of our Religion. 
1. Ben Israel claims as his motives the following: 
2. To “obtain here for my Nation the Liberty of a free and publick Synagogue.” 
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3. To complete the dispersion of the Jews 
4. To bring profit to England, “both in Importation, and Exportation of goods.” 
5. To demonstrate his “sincere affection [for the] Common-wealth” 
Although ben Israel claims a millenarian motive (number 2) and makes occasional references 
throughout the text to “the hope of Israel” and the coming restoration of the Jewish people, his 
primary desire to establish a “free and publick Synagogue” makes it nearly impossible for him to 
rely too heavily on the language of millenarianism. Although he had the support of many 
millenarians, to base his argument on millenarian hopes alone would be to invite further efforts 
to convert the Jews—perhaps even to encourage the state to require conversion. In hoping for 
state-sanctioned religious freedom, ben Israel must instead appeal to practical civil matters. 
Therefore, he concerns himself primarily with demonstrating that a Jewish understanding of 
government and the relationship between subjects and the state align with those of the 
Commonwealth. He does so by narrating examples of the Jews’ profitability to the governments 
that welcome them and their faithfulness as subjects.  
It would be easy to read both the HA and VJ solely within the framework of apologetics, 
that is, as a defense of Judaism and the Jewish people against criticism by non-Jews. And indeed, 
both texts, especially the latter, inhabit this generic framework. Ben Israel spends a significant 
amount of time demonstrating the profitability, the “Fidelity they hold towards their Princes; and 
the Noblenes and purety of their blood”—that is, their status as the Chosen People, in a manner 
which often seems defensive rather than simply argumentative in support of his stated motives 
(HA A2r). Of course, VJ was defensive in truth because ben Israel wrote in response to Prynne’s 
attack in the Short Demurrer, which relies heavily on established negative stereotypes about 
Jewish degeneracy and greed. VJ, in particular, presents an extensive catalog of anti-Semitism 
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used to drum up violence against Jews. However, ben Israel's use of the economic arguments and 
his attempted manipulation of Christian millenarianism demonstrates that both texts demonstrate 
far more complexity than a simple apologetic. In fact, both texts, the HA, in particular, develop a 
conception of Jewish republicanism that balances the covenantal relationship between Jews and 
God with the earthly needs of a political Jewish polity.121 
Ben Israel begins the HA by ruminating on the nature of government, claiming that “a 
good Government, or Governor, is a Heavenly Gift, and that there is no Governor, but is first 
called by God unto that dignity” (HA A2r) This claim establishes a specifically Jewish frame of 
reference, one that treats the relationship between the Jews as a Diasporic nation and the 
governments under which they must live as a form of contract negotiation. While he does spend 
some time in the HA rehearsing defenses against claims of usury and the blood libel (two of the 
most damaging forms of anti-Semitism), ben Israel’s understanding of what can only be called a 
Jewish social contract underpins his argument in both texts. When he refers in the HA to “good 
Government[s]” or good “Government[s]” being called to leadership by God, he refers both to 
the establishment of the Jewish state and to the establishment of the monarchy in Israel. The 
function and authority of kingship concerned rabbis from its inception. While some rabbis, like 
Maimonides, understand God’s command in Deuteronomy 17: 14-15 as a mandate for the 
establishment of the monarchy, another common interpretation concludes that secular 
government was and always is optional. The passage in Deuteronomy reads thusly:  
When thou art come unto the land which the Lord thy God giveth thee, and shalt possess 
it, and shalt dwell therein, and shalt say, I will set a king over me, like as all the nations 
that are about me; thou shalt in any wise set him king over thee, whom the Lord thy God 
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shall choose: one from among thy brethren shalt thou set king over thee: thou mayest not 
set a stranger over thee, which is not thy brother. 
God allows the people to choose or elect a king provided that God approves of the choice 
because the king acts as God’s representative on earth and the administrator of Torah law. In 
addition, this king also ultimately needs to establish civil laws to supplement, but not supersede, 
the Torah. Both classical and medieval Jewish commentators make clear that although God’s 
approval is required, so is the Israelites’s.122 David Novak argues that this moment establishes 
the foundation for a social contract between Jews and a civil government.123 Samuel’s response 
to the Israelites’s request for a king in 1 Samuel, that the king will take all from them and they 
“shall be his servants,” although often interpreted as anger, can also be understood as a form of 
contract negotiation, which makes sense in light of the people’s reply: “Nay; but we will have a 
king over us; that we also may be like all the nations; and that our king may judge us, and go out 
before us, and fight our battles.”124 In this moment, the Israelites demonstrate that they 
understand the mutual obligation entailed by their election of a king.  
The political implications of the Israelites electing a king become especially important 
during the Babylonian exile. During this period, the Talmudic principle, "the law of the state is 
the law," is developed to explain how the Israelites can submit to the political authority of a non-
Jewish king. Unlike their enslavement in Egypt, the Israelites's submission to the Babylonian 
empire was based on mutual oaths (consent) and called a covenant (Ezekial 17:13). This 
covenant could be made because it did not seek to subvert the Sinaitic covenant: Jews were 
required to abide by Babylonian law, so long as that law did not interfere or conflict with Jewish 
law. In addition, the Jews maintained their own courts where they had authority over themselves, 
and had the freedom to practice their religion. Unlike the covenant between the Jews and God, 
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however, this covenant had a distinct expiration date—the fall of the Babylonian empire. 
Covenants differ from contracts in that they are based on oaths to God, which are inviolable; for 
this reason, when Selden imagines an ideal state based on the Noahide precepts, which are a 
covenant, it does not constitute a social contract. However, a party can violate a covenant with 
another person, such as when Nebuchadnezzar requires the Jews to worship an idolatrous statue. 
This command contradicts the commandments to have no other god and not worship idols, and 
therefore, Daniel refused (Daniel 3:1-18).125 
Ben Israel specifically refers to Nebuchadnezzar as an example of a bad king who 
violated the basic premise of kingship as a covenant. He also refers to Pharoh, Antiochus, 
Epiphanius, and Pompey. Although some of these rulers, such as Epiphanius, are admired within 
Christian history, they all notably persecuted Jews, attempting to stop them from practicing their 
faith, often by abridging the authority of Jewish law. Ben Israel considers these monarchs tyrants 
who violated their covenant with the Jewish people, and who were justly punished with political 
downfall: "For none hath ever afflicted them, who hath not been by some ominous Exit, most 
heavily punished of God Almighty; as is manifest from the Histories of those Kings, Pharaoh, 
Nebuchadnezar, Antiochus, Epiphanius, Pompey, & others" (HA A2v). Ben Israel follows this 
claim with the assertion that keeping covenants always produces political, social, and economic 
stability: “And on the contrary, none ever was a Benefactor to that people, & cherished them in 
their Countries, who thereupon hath not presently begun very much to flourish” (HA A2v).  
The idea that political stability relies on the keeping of covenants echoes Selden, but it 
also echoes Maimonides, who was a significant influence on Selden. Like Selden, Maimonides 
understood royal authority as being constrained by the Noahide laws rather than Torah law, 
which is far more restrictive. Unlike Selden, however, Maimonides was obligated to reconcile 
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Gentile royal authority (royal law) with Torah law. One of the ways he does this is to rely on the 
maxim from the Babylonian Talmud, that the law of the state (or the king) is the law. 
Maimonides understood royal authority as being sanctioned by the Torah because he interpreted 
God’s command in Deuteronomy 17: 14-15 to be a positive commandment: God commanded the 
Israelites to select a king that God then would approve.  
Maimonides also grants the sovereign and the courts extraordinary discretionary powers 
in order to meet exigent, or emergency, circumstances. The concept of "the needs of the hour" 
has long used to justify the difference between the theory of an ideal Torah law and the realities 
of the need for political stability. Because they are exigent, the sovereign's decrees do not 
constitute a separate body of law or legal system, and thus do not conflict with the enactment of 
true justice according to Torah law. Maimonides's discretionary—extralegal—power exists 
outside of Torah law, but nonetheless, is justified because the sovereign is charged by God to 
maintain social order.126 Because the sovereign’s authority exists outside of Torah law, he or she 
is not accountable to the law, and thus, maintains an authoritarian status. Although Maimonides 
never discusses tyranny, he seems to suggest that rebellion against it will never be justified under 
the political structure he imagines. His theories of royal law and Torah law contain an unresolved 
tension in that royal authority is legitimized by a legal system that it can ignore.127 Maimonides 
never resolves this tension, preferring instead to leave vague the exact nuances of how royal law 
and Torah law can exist in harmony, imagining instead a sovereign whose authority and laws are 
always consonant with Torah law.  
Although Maimonides continues to dominate most discussions about medieval Jewish 
scholarship, his stance on royal authority was not the only stance that Jews took, nor is it the only 
stance that informs ben Israel’s argument. Ben Israel makes clear in the HA that he believes 
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England is in a moral position to grant toleration (though he never uses the word) to the Jewish 
people because they have recently formed a Commonwealth and thrown off a tyrannical king:  
For our people did in their own minds presage, that the Kingly Government being now 
changed into that of a Common-wealth, the ancient hatred towards them, would also be 
changed into good will: that those rigorous Laws (if any there be yet extant, made under 
the Kings) against so innocent a people, would happily be repealed. So that we hope now 
for better from your gentlenesse, and goodnesse, since, from the beginning of your 
Gouernment of this Common-wealth, your Highnesse hath professed much respect, and 
favour towards us. Wherefore I humbly entreat your Hignesse, that you would with a 
gracious eye have regard unto us, and our Petition, and grant unto us, as you have done 
unto others, free exercise of our Religion, that we may have our Synagogues, and keep 
our own publick worship, as our brethren doe in Italy, Germany, Poland, and many other 
places, and we shall pray for the happinesse and Peace of this your much renowned & 
puissant Common-wealth (A3r)  
In part, ben Israel is attempting a bit of ego-stroking, nor does he seem particularly anti-
monarchical overall. However, in applauding the overthrow of Charles I, he deviates strongly 
from Maimonides, picking up instead on the equally influential strain of republicanism within 
Jewish thought. Although Maimonides recognizes the necessity for the people’s consent in the 
structure of a state, he does not address tyranny in any way. For that, we must turn to later, early 
modern scholars like R. Nissim Gerondi (Ran) and R. (Don) Isaac Abravanel. 
At the heart of Jewish republicanism lies the recognition that royal law and Torah law 
must exist as separate entities. Like Maimonides, Gerondi argues that in the fourteenth century 
that political law is necessary to maintain social order; however, he also argues and that royal 
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authority comes from—and can be taken away by—the people. He finds himself in this position 
by attempting to elevate Torah law beyond earthly politics. He argues that Torah law, while 
ultimately the only truly just law because it requires an extensive degree of proof in order to 
convict, does not make room for the realities of daily social life. Royal law, or political law, 
meets the immediate needs of the polity for the ordering of civil life.128  
As Menachem Lorberbaum explains, Gerondi understands "politics as a realm that 
accommodates social reality in all its breadth and intensity. It [the definition of political law as 
necessary for the immediate ordering of society] legitimizes an ongoing process of civil and 
criminal legislation by the governing institutions of the polity as a means of ordering the natural 
turmoil of social life."129 In this way, Gernodi differs from earlier scholars such as R. Solomon 
ibn Adret (Rashba) and Maimonides in that his sovereign can and does completely abrogate 
Torah law to create a distinct and separate legal system. Maimonides places the sovereign—
whether a Jew or not— firmly under the authority of Torah law because it is Torah law that 
sanctions it. For Gerondi, royal law exists as a system in and of itself: a sovereign may set aside 
Torah law in order to ensure that the people keep it. Using the example of capital punishment, 
Gerondi explains: 
If the king annuls any commandment for the sake of addressing [the needs] of his time, 
he should have no intention of transgressing against the words of the Torah nor in any 
way removing the yoke of the fear of God. Rather, his intentions should be “to observe 
faithfully every word of this Teaching as well as these laws” (Deut. 17:19). Anything he 
adds or takes away, must be done with the intention of further the observance of the torah 
and its commandments. For example, in the case we have cited concerning the execution 
of a murderer without witnesses or warning, the king’s intention must not be to 
 76 
demonstrate his power to the people by showing that this [the citizen’s very life] too is 
under his domain. Rather, his intention should be to advance the realization of the 
commandment “You shall not murder” (Exod. 20:13) and prevent its disregard.130 
The effect of Gerondi’s argument is to separate divine and political law. He places the sovereign 
fully outside of divine law, and for that reason, he later finds himself distrusting the sovereign, 
who has no checks upon him or her. Gerondi suggests that this lack of legal checks upon a 
sovereign’s behavior is the reason the king is commanded to keep a copy of the Torah with him 
in Deuteronomy: “Since the king sees that he is not bound to Torah laws as the judge is, he must 
be strongly admonished not to deviate from its commandments ‘to the right or to the left [nor to] 
‘act haughtily toward his fellows,’ in view of the great power God has given him.”131 The 
magistrate Gerondi refers to is a rabbinic magistrate who judges matters of divine law, rather 
than political magistrates who judge and administer royal or political law. 
Following Gerondi, Abravanel introduced a fully republican theory of the State. Unlike 
his predecessor, Abravanel does not just distrust royal authority, he eschews it in favor of the 
Sanhedrin. Abravanel argues that monarchy is only one possible option for state governance. He 
interprets Deuteronomy 17: 14-15 differently from his predecessors by playing upon the 
ambiguity of its phrasing. Traditionally, the passage has been translated and interpreted as I have 
discussed: "When thou art come unto the land which the Lord thy God giveth thee…and shalt 
say, I will set a king over me…thou shalt in any wise set him king over thee, whom the Lord thy 
God shall choose."132 However, it can also be translated thusly: “If, after you have entered the 
land that the Eternal your God has assigned to you, and taken possession of it and settled in it, 
you decide, ‘I will set a king over me, as do all the nations about me,’ you shall be free to set a 
king over yourself, one chosen by the Eternal your God.”133 The ambiguity comes from the word 
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“יִכּ” or “ki” which can mean both “when” and “if.”134 While Maimonides interprets the lines as a 
command, or mitzvah—“when you enter Israel, you will ask for a king and God will appoint 
one”—Abravanel interprets the lines as conditional—“if you want a king after you get to Israel, 
God will approve one based on your choice.” If monarchy is only one of many options, then the 
people are free to choose a different system of government. 
Like Maimonides and Gerondi, Abravanel recognizes the expanded authority of the 
sovereign, and, like Gerondi, he institutionalizes that authority in a legal system that always 
exists outside divine law. The sovereign's purpose remains to maintain social order, but because 
Abravanel's sovereign bears no checks upon his or her power, he or she is more easily 
corruptible. Although Deuteronomy places restrictions upon the sovereign, they may not prevent 
tyranny unless the sovereign is tempered by the existence of a balancing political power like the 
Sanhedrin. Finally, because God ultimately approves the sovereign, the relationship between the 
sovereign and the polity becomes covenantal, rather than contractual— it cannot be broken nor 
can the sovereign be removed for cause. Because the sovereign acts with unquestioned authority, 
obedience to the sovereign may ultimately interfere with obedience to God's law.135 Collective 
leadership through a representative system of judges creates greater political and social stability 
for Abravanel, and he recalls the differences between the periods of judges and kings in Israel’s 
past to prove his point: 
Experience teaches us that we can even more forcefully point to the lesson of the kings of 
Israel and Judah about whom it is said, “They were rebels against the light” (Job 24:13). 
They turned Israel’s heart backward, as you know of Jereboam, the son of Nebat, as did 
all the other kings of (the northern kingdom of) Israel, as well as most of the Judean 
kings, who brought about the Judean exile. Such was not the case with Israel’s judges and 
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prophets, who were all competent rulers who feared God, all men of integrity, who hated 
unjust gain…All this demonstrates that the leadership of judges is a good thing, whereas 
the leadership of kings is bad, harmful and extremely dangerous. This accounts for Hosea 
prophesying in God’s name, “I give you kings in my ire…” (Hosea 13:11).136 
Abravanel lived through both the Spanish and the Portuguese Jewish Expulsions under 
authoritarian political regimes, which may explain the impetus for his anti-monarchial stance. 
Despite his republicanism, however, Abravanel does not advocate the kind of separation of 
powers envisioned by Gerondi. Instead, Abravanel’s championing of the Sanhedrin stems from 
his messianic desire to return to an ideal state of nature where God’s law is the only law 
necessary for ordering human life.137 While he recognizes the necessity of political law, he 
prefers to keep it as closely tied to God's law as possible, which entails abolishing kingship. 
Abravanel recognizes the separation of powers that exists within a monarchical system of 
government but views it as a necessary consequence of the system as a whole.   
Abravanel was widely read in the early modern Jewish community, and his messianism 
may have offered a special attraction to ben Israel. When ben Israel applauds the formation of the 
English Commonwealth, he seems to suggest that kingship itself if problematic because it results 
in unjust laws and persecution of innocent people: “that the Kingly Government being now 
changed into that of a Common-wealth, the ancient hatred towards them, would also be changed 
into good will: that those rigorous Laws (if any there be yet extant, made under the Kings) 
against so innocent a people, would happily be repealed” (HA A3r). The “kingly” government is 
the problem in this scenario— it keeps “ancient hatred” alive by maintaining laws “made under 
the Kings”— that is to say, under an earthly government that has little to do divine law or God’s 
will. If England is truly to prepare for the messiah, it must be ready to put aside “kingly 
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government[s]” in favor of a more representative government based on natural/divine law. Ben 
Israel reads the formation of the Commonwealth as evidence that England has done just that. 
Ben Israel read Abravanel, as is evidenced by his reference in the HA (13) and in VJ (16); 
however, his references do not explicitly refer to Abravanel’s republican theories or his 
messianism. Instead, he mentions Abravanel in his discussion of Jewish faithfulness to the 
governments under which they live. Despite suggesting that tyrannical rulers can and should be 
overthrown, ben Israel must confront the fact that the Jews, as a diasporic nation, are often 
viewed as a people without loyalty or ties to the land in which they lived. In addition, they are 
often accused of undermining the stability of local and national governments through a host of 
activities, including ritual human sacrifice, usury, and loyalty to Torah law above the law of the 
state. Therefore, demonstrating that Jews are trustworthy, faithful, and valiant becomes essential 
to his argument.  
Ben Israel begins his discussion of Jewish loyalty with the assertion that the loyalty of its 
subjects is the only thing that keeps a monarch in power: “The Fidelity of Vassals and Subjects, 
is a thing that Princes much most esteem off: for there-on, both in Peace and Warre, depends the 
preservation of their estates” (HA 11). Here again, he frames his discussion with the idea that 
governing is consensual, and that a state is obligated to its people for its stability. He further 
suggests that Jews play an important role in that stability:  
For setting aside the Histories of the Ptolomies, Kings of Egypt, who did not trust the 
Guard of their persons, nor the keeping of their Forts, nor the most important affaires of 
their Kingdom to any other Nation with greater satisfaction then to the Iewes; the 
Wounds of Antipater shewed to Julius Caesar in token of his loyalty, and the brasen 
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Tables of our Ancestours amongst the Romans, are evident witnesses enough of their 
fidelity shewed unto them (HA 11).138 
Egyptian Jews faced persecution under some Ptolemaic rulers, Antipater was unpopular with the 
Judean Jews because of his pro-Roman sympathies, which ultimately led to his assassination. 
Even so, Jewish writings from late Hellenistic Egypt and the early Roman Empire indicate a 
strong sense of loyalty to the state,139 and Jews in both periods also experienced significant 
political stability. This example, especially the reference to Caesar, indicates that in ben Israel’s 
view Jews in antiquity strongly adhered to the concept of “the law of the state is the law” and 
supported governments they perceived to be legitimate.  
Ben Israel follows this example with others designed to demonstrate the complexities of 
Jewish loyalty to a just monarch. Moving quickly away from the classical period, he discusses 
the medieval Jews of Castile and their loyalty to the deposed monarch Pedro de Cruël (Peter of 
Castille).140 He claims that Jewish loyalty to their dead king impressed Henriques enough that he 
“very much esteemed” it and that ultimately, the Jewish community “receiv[ed] very honourable 
conditions” and “gave themselves over” to his rule (HA 11-12). Similarly, he refers to Samuel 
Alvalensi (Samuel Valenciano), a Jew expelled from Spain in 1492, who settled in Morocco. 
Valenciano distinguished himself to the king of Morocco in 1536 and in 1539 by leading fleets 
against Turkish and Portuguese incursions.141 He then follows with contemporary examples of 
Jewish loyalty and valience by citing Jewish participation in "the besieging of Mantua for the 
Emperour [presumably Ferdinand II, Holy Roman Emperor] in the year 1630" and Brazil during 
the transition between Portuguese and Dutch control (HA 12).142 These examples create a 
rhetorical bridge between the ancient Jews of the past, whom many English Christians revered, 
and contemporary, seventeenth-century Jews, whose loyalty ben Israel emphasizes. By creating a 
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sort of sequence of historical events, he attempts to demonstrate that Jewish fidelity to legitimate 
rulers and/or governments has never waivered.  
Ben Israel connects Jewish fidelity to the state with the covenant between Jews and God. 
Calling it an “inviolable custome” and a “Tradition receaved from Heaven,” he claims that Jews 
must, according to Torah law, pray and actively work toward peace within their host nation (HA 
13):  
for on every Sabbath or festivall Day, they everywhere are used to pray for the safety of 
all Kings, Princes and Common-wealths, under whose jurisdiction they live, of what 
profession-soever: unto which duety they are bound by the Prophets and the Talmudists; 
from the Law, as by Ieremy chap. 29. vers. 7. Seek the peace of the Citie unto which I 
have made you to wander: and pray for her unto the Lord, for in her Peace you shall 
enjoy peace. He speaks of Babylon, where the Jewes at that time were captives. From the 
Talmud ord. 4. tract. 4. Abodazara pereq. 1. Pray for the peace of the Kingdome, for unles 
there were feare of the Kingdome, men would swallow one the other alive, &c. 
 
From the continuall and never broken Custome of the Iewes wheresoever they are, on the 
Sabbath-Day, or other solemne Feasts; at which time all the Iewes from all places come 
together to the Synagogue, after the benediction of the Holy Law, before the Minister of 
the Synagogue blesseth the people of the Iewes; with a loud voice he blesseth the Prince 
of the Country under whom they live, that all the Iewes may heare it, and say, Amen (HA 
13). 
Referencing Babylon, ben Israel again recalls the Babylonian Talmudic tradition of “the law of 
the state is the law.” He depicts an unbroken timeline of Jewish loyalty to the state extending 
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back to the beginnings of the Diaspora, suggesting once again that today’s Jews retain the best 
qualities of God’s chosen people. He then relates the prayer that Jews are bound “by the 
command of God, received from the Talmud” to recite regularly, which includes a request that 
for granting succor to Israel, the sovereign will enjoy political health and stability. Ben Israel 
further suggests that the traditional appeal to God is demonstrably effective because the 
 most wise R. Simon Ben-Iochai, in his excellent book called Zoar in Sarasa Pecudi, 
relates…that the Kings of the Nations of the world, Princes, Gouvernours, that protect the 
Iewes in this world, or do them any good, that the same shall enjoy certain degrees of 
glory, or eternall reward; as on the other side, they that do to the Nation of the Iewes any 
harme, that they shall be punished with some particular eternall punishment (HA 14).  
Here, he refers the early common era mystic, Shim’on ben Yohai’s (Simeon bar Yohai) 
kabbalistic text, The Zohar, which became especially popular with Iberian Jews in the fourteenth 
century, which followed Maimonides. This century also marked the period in which the 
Reconquista, the return of Christian dominance over the Iberian Peninsula, reach its end; hence, 
it also marked the beginning of Christian pressure on Jews to convert that ultimately ended in the 
Inquisition.  
Ben Israel’s lengthiest example of Jewish loyalty concerns the expulsion of Jews from 
Spain and Portugal and it is here that he demonstrates a more radical understanding of the 
relationship between Jews and the state. Ben Israel’s sense of Jewish fidelity is complex and 
somewhat ironic. Prior examples of Jewish fidelity concerned bravery in battle and/or the choice 
between a legitimate ruler and a usurper. Here, Jewish fidelity takes the form of non-resistance in 
the face of oppression: 
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[Jewish loyalty] may be seen more clearly yet in their being banished out of Castilla, in 
the dayes of Ferdinand and Isabella. Their number at that time was supposed to have bene 
half a million of men, amongst whom were many of great valour and courage (as Don 
Isaac Abarbanel, a Counsellor of State, doth relate) and yet amongst so great a number, 
there was not found any one man, that undertooke to raise a party to free themselves from 
that most miserable banishment. An evident signe of the proper and naturall resolution of 
this Nation, and of their constant obedience to their Princes (HA 13) 
Ben Israel suggests that the Jews numbered enough to form a significant force had they wished 
to oppose the expulsion order, but they chose not to because of their “constant obedience to their 
Princes,” even when those princes do not demonstrate a reciprocal sense of obligation to the 
Jewish people. By mentioning Abravanel in relationship to these events, he signals his familiarity 
with his predecessor’s philosophy. Not only was Abravanel writing during the period of 
expulsion, but the expulsion order evidences the reality of unchecked power that Abravanel 
opposed. As Abravanel feared, because the Jews have accepted Ferdinand and Isabella as 
legitimate monarchs, they find themselves obligated to obey without resistance the commands 
that persecute them.  
Further evidence of the danger of unchecked state power comes from examples of the 
Spanish and Portuguese kings’s efforts forcefully to convert Jews to Christianity. Rather than 
being the fault of any disloyalty on the part of the Spanish Jews, the forced conversions, ben 
Israel claims, stem from Ferdinand’s and Isabella’s resolve to seize the property and wealth of 
Jews who had been in Spain “from the time of the Babylonian and Roman Captivity” (yet 
another example of the unbroken tie between ancient and contemporary Jews) (HA 15). Jews 
were ordered to leave within six months or risk losing all of their property in addition to the 
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homes and land they would be forced to leave behind. For ben Israel, the unchecked greed of the 
Spanish throne is a consequence of monarchical power unregulated by Torah law. 
Both Spain and Portugal ordered their Jewish residents to convert to Christianity. In 
Spain, those who resisted were banished. Ben Israel makes no mention of those Jews who 
converted and remained in Spain, instead focusing on those who left. Accepting expulsion could 
be seen as a form of resistance as Ferdinand and Isabella's command would have contradicted 
Torah law in the same way that Nebuchadnezzar's did in Babylon. Choosing expulsion over 
conversion was the only form of resistance open to Jews, who otherwise risked imprisonment 
and death in addition to loss of property. Because they were given a choice of either leaving or 
converting, choosing expulsion does not fall within the purview of resistance to state authority. 
The Jews accepted the consequences of their choices as a ruling they had no practical way to 
resist, and many of them departed to seek refuge in Portugal. 
The Spanish Jews found no peace in Portugal. Ben Israel claims that although the 
Portuguese king did not wish to lose such a profitable and loyal people as the Jews, his alliance 
with Spain obligated him to banish them. But, “he resolved to oblidge them to become 
Christians, promising never to molest them, neither in Criminall matters, nor in the losse of their 
goods; and exempted them from many burdens and Tributs of the Kingdome” (HA 15). Although 
Jewish refugees from Spain initially found welcome from Manuel, once he had entered into a 
marriage contract with Ferdinand and Isabella to marry their daughter, Isabella of Aragon, he 
agreed to persecute the Jews. Those Jews who had fled to Portugal arrived to find themselves 
facing armed guards and clerics who sought to coerce them to convert. Those Jews who resisted 
were arrested, imprisoned, and tortured. No Jew was offered the choice to leave—to attempt it 
would result in execution. 
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Although ben Israel makes clear the conditions under which Spanish and Portuguese 
Jews suffered, especially in Portugal, he initially focuses on the power struggle between the 
Portuguese kings, who continued the persecution, and the Catholic Church, which, according to 
ben Israel, did not initially support establishing a Portuguese Inquisition. Ben Israel depicts the 
negotiations between Portugal and the Church as a dispute over the civil state's control over 
religious life and over the authority a sovereign has to supersede the laws of the state. Although 
Manuel I had asked to establish an Inquisition during his reign, the Church did not grant one 
until 1536, fifteen years after Manuel had died. 
Leo X was Pope during the Jews’s initial flight to Portugal and he had a reputation for 
being friendly to the Jews within his domain. His successors were less so, but ben Israel argues 
that the problem lay in Portuguese kings’s efforts to circumvent Church authority, and to annul 
promises that Manuel had previously made to the Jewish community: 
Iohn III. succeeded in his place in the Kingdome of Portugal, who being excited by 
others, said, That what his Father Emanuë [sic] had done, concerning the not-troubling 
them, was of no valew, because they lived not as was convenient, and that without the 
authority of the Pope of Rome, his father could not graunt any such thing: for which 
cause he would that for those that lived amish, there should be proceeded against, as 
against the Mores in Castile: And sending to Rome to disanull the said promises, it was 
not onely not graunted to him, but moreover they reprooved his appearance there, and 
praised and approoved the promises made by his Father Emanuël to the Iewes, publishing 
a general pardon to all that were taken…and they all were set free…Afterwards the said 
king Iohn sent once againe to desire the former Licence with so many replications and 
triplications, that at length the Pope granted it: But a few dayes after it was revoked 
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againe with a generall Pardon to all that were taken…with such a determination, that the 
same Licence should never be granted, as being against all right and reason. This troubled 
Don Iohn the King very much, and withall the Cardinal his brother, who came in these 
last dayes to be King of Portugal himself. Great Paul III. of the house of Farnesia, 
succeeding to Clement the VII. there was a request tendred to the Pope for power to bring 
in the Inquisition into this Kingdome: The Pope would not grant it, saying: He could not, 
and that it was a thing against reason and Iustice, but on the contrary confirmed the 
promises made by the King Don Emanuël, his Father; and pardonned all the delinquents 
since the time of violence unto that day (HA 15-16) 
Pope after Pope repeatedly claims that persecuting the Jews and forcing their conversion is 
against “right,” “reason,” and “Iustice.” The Portuguese kings have overstepped their authority. 
Furthermore, the Popes uphold the idea that the laws of the state extend beyond the lifetime of an 
individual sovereign. By granting sanctuary, Manuel had entered Portugal (not just himself) into 
a contract with the Jews that cannot be overturned because it is no longer “convenient” for the 
current sovereign. Even when Charles V, the Holy Roman Emperor, interceded on Portugal’s 
behalf, the Pope claims “that he could not do it [persecute the Jews] by reason of the agreement 
made, and the promises of the King Don Emanuël” (HA 17). 
The Pope’s actions suggest that political and religious laws exist outside the bounds of 
the sovereign’s authority. In this sense, the Church acts as natural, and positive, check upon the 
whims of a Catholic sovereign. In fact, the primary power in this dynamic lies with the Church, 
as demonstrated by Portugal’s repeated efforts to receive its sanction for its anti-Jewish activities. 
And yet, the Popes also repeatedly allowed the Portuguese sovereigns to establish the 
Inquisition, only to later change their minds. Every time they allow an Inquisition, the Jews are 
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imprisoned, tortured, and their children “taken out of the power of their owne Parents; 
and…force[d]…to become Christians,” until finally, ben Israel claims, in 1555 a pope (Paul IV) 
came to power with close ties to Portugal and settled firmly on the side of the sovereign (HA 21).  
By outlining in somewhat excruciating detail the number of times the early sixteenth-
century Popes changed their minds about the enforceability of both Manuel's and the Church's 
promises to the Jews, ben Israel identifies the corruptibility of monarchy as a governing 
structure. Although he heads a religious institution, the Pope, as a singular ruler who claims a 
direct line to God, acts a monarch—a comparison popular among Protestants in England. Ben 
Israel contrasts his depiction of tyrannical monarchy ruled by the whims of the sovereign with 
the denunciation of their actions by more republican governments. He claims that 
The Catholiq King [Ferdinand] was blamed of all Christian Princes, and especially by the 
Senate of Venice, (as Marcus Antonius Sabellicus doth write) for having banished a 
Nation so profitable to the Publicq and Particular good, without any kinde of pretence. 
And so the Parlement of Paris likewise did extreamly wonder at such a determination. 
And truely good reason there was to wonder; for we see since, what the Senat of Venice 
hath done, who never deliberats or puts into execution any thing, without great 
judgement: having the advantage of all Republicqs in their gouvernment and leaving 
behinde them the Romans, Carthagenians, Athenians, and most learned Lacedemonians; 
and that Parlement of Paris, which in the gouvernment of affaires was alwayes most 
prudent (HA 18-19) 
Venice was a merchant-state with a large and influential Jewish population, while Jews had only 
recently returned to France following centuries of official exile. The Parlement of Paris was a 
legislative body with a history of speaking on behalf of the king in favor of the Jews. Most 
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regions in France had Parlements, and governing was largely decentralized, falling to the 
Parlements and local officials, which allowed for the development of independent Jewish 
communities. Ben Israel conveniently ignores the restrictions and excessive taxes Jews faced in 
Venice and in France in favor of emphasizing the communal autonomy Jews experienced in 
those nations. He attributes Jews’s greater freedoms to the republican nature of both 
governments, which recognized both the financial and rational value the Jewish communities 
could bring to a host nation. Venice, in particular, had a history of resisting papal authority when 
it interfered with its civil government. Ben Israel makes an implied comparison between Venice 
and France, on the one hand, and England on the other, circling back to his earlier claim that 
England’s republican government makes it uniquely suited to a fair-minded contract with the 
Jewish people. 
 
Conclusion 
English republicanism appealed to Menassah ben Israel because it blended the classical 
republican interest in the stability of the state with the liberal emphasis on individual security and 
happiness. As a distinct polity asking for asylum within an existing state, the Jews needed to 
appeal to the state's interest. Ben Israel's economic arguments do this by arguing that Jewish 
traders will strengthen England's economy and drive down costs by increasing competition—
even if some individual traders and merchants make less profit. And yet, as a distinct polity 
interested in preserving some form of self-governance and the freedom to practice its religion, 
the Jewish community needs to champion a more liberal individualism as a way of preserving its 
autonomy. Therefore, the liberty of conscience promised by the Commonwealth provides a path 
to Jewish toleration. 
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Whether or not the Anglo-Jewish community saw itself as republican in philosophy, the 
relationship between Jews and the state that ben Israel describes establishes a social contract 
theory consonant with both Judaism and English republican liberalism. While Menasseh ben 
Israel situated himself within a long tradition of Jewish political philosophy, the publication of 
his work in England entered this tradition into English constitutional discourse. English readers 
may have been familiar with similar ideas as they were translated by English thinkers like Selden 
and Hobbes, but the key difference between Seldenian or Hobbesian discourse and ben Israel’s is 
that the former necessarily conformed to an English paradigm. Ben Israel’s work (despite Moses 
Wall’s damaging translation of THoI) refuses to obscure its Jewish frame of reference. As the 
following chapters demonstrate, this framework influences both Anglo-Jewish self-presentation 
and non-Jewish Anglo representations of Jewish citizenship and political participation over the 
course of the eighteenth-century. 
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Chapter 2: John Toland’s Radical Rhetoric, Historiography, and the Question of Jewish 
Naturalization 
 
Recent work on the early British Enlightenment has concentrated on the broad 
philosophical and political dimensions of granting toleration to dissenting British Protestants, but 
has not fully explored the implications of granting toleration to foreigners, both Protestant and 
non-Christian, on British politics and culture. Sarah Ellenzweig and Justin Champion have re-
centered freethinking and dissent as fundamental forces within the development of 
Enlightenment thought and its political manifestation in liberal policies of toleration.143 This 
essay builds on the work done by these critics to explore the intersections among freethinking 
Enlightenment philosophy, historiographical narrative, and the naturalization debate of the early 
eighteenth century. Specifically, I examine John Toland’s treatises in favor of Jewish toleration 
and naturalization, his 1705 translation of La Créquinière’s The Agreement of the Customs of the 
East Indians with those of the Jews, and his 1714 original pamphlet, Reasons for Naturalizing 
the Jews. Toland combines revisionist biblical and nationalist historiography with a sympathetic 
reading of Asian challenges to the orthodox theological and cultural claims of the Anglican 
Church in order to argue in favor of Jewish toleration (in The Agreement) and naturalization (in 
Reasons). Toland’s defense of Jewish naturalization reveals his sympathy for Jews and his 
devotion to an even-handed application of the philosophical principle of toleration; moreover, his 
arguments exemplify the intellectually-based principles that informed efforts to pass 
naturalization bills in the eighteenth century. By connecting the idea of naturalization and 
toleration to the study of history and culture, Toland attempts to redirect British culture away 
from a rigid association of Anglicanism with a supposedly pure form of ancient Christianity, 
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toward a broader, more cosmopolitan understanding of Britain as part of a larger European—or 
even global—community. 
During his life, Toland was an incredibly controversial figure, who, as Justin Champion 
puts it, was “beaten up in the street, prosecuted in civil and ecclesiastical courts, and snubbed by 
prime ministers,” while simultaneously being “entertained by dukes, earls and lords, 
collaborat[ing] with leading ministers and flirt[ing] with the potential successor to the British 
throne.”144 Toland is perhaps best known today for his early work, Christianity Not Mysterious 
(1696), which argues that theological “mysteries” can be explained by reason, and his Letters to 
Serena (1704), which develops a historiographical account of the rise of superstition. Although 
he is often classed as a deist, he himself used the term “pantheism,” to suggest that God, nature, 
and the universe are one and the same.145  He propounded the belief in an originary, true faith 
that had been corrupted over time by human failings.146  Toland was not only a heterodox 
philosopher but also a political reformer, who aimed to shape political discourse and social 
policy toward a liberal, republican ideal. His political writings are often more circumspect than 
his philosophical writings in their critique of the intertwining of religion and politics, but the 
basis of all his writing is the belief that state-imposed religion limits both civil liberty and liberty 
of conscience.147 The influence of Anglican bishops on civil politics, he contended, was popish 
in its determination to control the lives of British citizens and, by extension, their minds.148 For 
Toland, religious toleration was the only way to guarantee a truly free government because it 
allowed “men…to live as men, making use of their reasoning faculties, and speaking what they 
think, as they think what they please.”149 To this end, Toland’s writing consistently pushes the 
limits of both public debate and religious philosophy in an effort to encourage the development 
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of a more tolerant society. Specifically, Toland uses Jews and Judaism as a test case for 
toleration because they represented the alien in terms of both religion and race.  
Early eighteenth-century discourse in favor of toleration directly responded to 
xenophobic fears that toleration would inevitably result in foreigners gaining economic control 
over British trade, somehow taking over England, and forcing the conversion of Anglicans to 
other forms of Protestantism, Catholicism, or, worst of all, Judaism. To counter such fears, in 
both The Agreement and Reasons, Toland describes the development of monotheistic and pagan 
religions—from Christianity to Judaism to Hinduism to Roman Polytheism—as dialectical. Each 
of these religions, he argues, responds to and develops in conversation with the others, and 
although seemingly distinct, they often share fundamental beliefs and traditions. Toland’s 
argument comes from his radical reassessment of the uses of biblical history in defining 
Protestantism, and builds on earlier traditions that reframe the Old Testament as a material and 
cultural history of the Jewish people rather than as the revealed word of God.150 In this way, 
radical Enlightenment thinkers like Toland created space for a critique not only of the established 
Church, but also of epistemologies of revealed religion. If the history of the Jewish people and 
the origins of Christianity were to be re-imagined, so too could the histories of England. Because 
these texts can be understood as imaginative retellings of historical events, we can and should 
read them as if they are literary, rather than solely philosophical or historical texts.151 It is 
important to recognize that whatever truth-claims Toland insists he is making, he also offering a 
self-consciously literary narrative that is less concerned with truth than it is with relating an 
understanding of the history of Christianity and Judaism to their practice and reception in 
Britain’s present. In this way, Toland gives his readers the opportunity to imagine Britain as a 
diverse and tolerant—a cosmopolitan—nation.  
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The issue of Jewish toleration in the early eighteenth-century must be understood within 
the larger context of immigration and naturalization, which in the period of the Restoration and 
eighteenth century are inextricably tied to commerce and the development of Enlightenment 
economic theory. During this period, the naturalization of foreigners was hotly debated with 
those supporting it (mostly Whigs) arguing that it would strengthen Britain’s economy and 
population, and those against it (mostly Tories) arguing that it would destroy Britain’s culture 
and take profits from native British merchants.152 Britain was experiencing a decline in 
population, which was exacerbated by the emigration of British subjects to the colonies, as well 
as an economic depression brought on by the country’s involvement in the Nine Years War.153  
Many believed that the naturalization of foreign immigrants would prove the answer to these 
woes by attracting new, skilled laborers and merchants who could repopulate the country and its 
colonies. This naturalization debate played out both in the presses and in Parliament, where 
several naturalization bills were proposed, although none passed until Foreign and Protestants 
Naturalization Act of 1708. In 1712, the act was overturned, following the large-scale German 
Palatine immigration and a corresponding xenophobic uproar and political bloodletting that 
resulted in the Whigs’ losing power.  
Jews played a lesser part in these debates than did foreign Protestants, as their population 
was small; however, Jews did begin considering themselves British during this period, and the 
question of their naturalization was real. As I discussed in chapter one, in 1689, in response to a 
parliamentary bill that imposed special taxes against Jews—particularly Jewish merchants—a 
group of Jews petitioned Parliament on the grounds that they should not be subject to special 
taxation because they were loyal English subjects. They argued that: 
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The Jews being a Nation that cannot lay claim to any Country do never remove from any 
part where they are Tollerated, and Protected; and therefore may be lookt upon to be of a 
greater Advantage to this Kingdom than any other Foreigners, who commonly, so soon as 
they have got good Estates, return with them into their own Countries. 
The Jews based their argument on a conception of national identity that subordinated religious 
obligation to God to the obligation an individual owed to the state in which s/he resides. Because 
Jews could claim no other homeland, they relied on the toleration of their host nation. At the 
heart of this argument lies the claim that because the Jews have no homeland of their own, they 
cannot owe allegiance to any state other than that in which they reside, especially when their host 
state grants them protection and toleration. Many of the Jews (or at least, the heads of household) 
had been granted denization, by which process they were granted most rights of citizenship.154 
Although not full citizens, they were as close as they could be without being fully naturalized, 
which was rare in this period. In this way, the petitioners base their claim solely on national 
identity.155 
Critical participants on the side of naturalization—not only Toland, but also Joseph 
Addison and East India men such as Josiah Child—felt that Jewish commerce was important to 
building a strong economy.156 Jews were able to adapt culturally to their environment—a habit 
borne out of their diasporic history—and they possessed commercial connections throughout 
Europe, North Africa, Asia, and the colonies.157  For Toland specifically, Jewish naturalization 
represented the axis of several of his key philosophies: Jewish citizens would strengthen 
Britain’s economy through their commercial ties, they would necessitate the adoption of more 
tolerant legal and social practices, and their character—which Toland saw as being intrinsically 
tied to their ancient past—would revive Britain’s own character as a Mosaic Republic. At the 
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turn of the eighteenth century, Britain had relaxed some of its Conformity laws, but the authority 
of the Anglican Church was still deeply entwined with that of the State.158 British national 
identity hinged on the assumption of Anglican supremacy, despite the growing influence of non-
Anglican political activists like Toland, who sought to redefine Britain as a tolerant nation, a 
vibrant republic characterized by a freethinking and cosmopolitan civil society.159 
Before I turn to the texts, it will be useful to clarify how I use the term 
“cosmopolitanism,” since it remains such a vexed concept in both literary and cultural studies. 
Here, I am using the term in the sense that it developed over the course of the eighteenth century 
to mean “a citizen of the world,” by default, a white, landed gentlemen, who was disinterested, 
objective and tolerant. This definition serves as an ideal, but generally fails in practice.160 Toland 
is heavily invested in challenging English nationalistic discourse, but he does not necessarily 
vacate his own privileged position and especially in his translation of La Créquinière, there is a 
present a significant tension between the goal of demonstrating the interconnectedness of Indian 
and Western cultures and the temptation to exoticize Indian culture in order to be entertaining. 
However, a core assumption of Toland’s philosophy was that religious doctrine and practice are 
human, rather than divine, creations. In this way, Toland categorizes religion as a form of culture 
or social structure, and privileges a shared human experience over individual cultural practices. 
Additionally, heterodox philosophers like Toland often attempted to deprioritize Christianity by 
demonstrating that not only did it develop through human means, but that it developed out of 
existing religions and cultures like Judaism. By demonstrating the interconnectedness of multiple 
cultures and belief systems, Toland demonstrates a flexibility of thinking that exceeds the 
common mode of the eighteenth century, even if we could not today call his cosmopolitanism 
radical or unproblematic.  
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Simultaneously Ancient and Modern: The Agreement of the Customs of the East-Indians 
With Those of the Jews (1705) 
Before he wrote Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews, a pivotal text about enlightenment 
attitudes toward Jews, Toland also translated La Créquinière’s Conformité des coutumes des 
Indiens orientaux, avec celles des Juifs et des autres peuples de l’antiquité (1704) as The 
Agreement of the Customs of the East-Indians With Those of the Jews, and other Ancient People 
(1705).161 The Agreement’s purported objective is to offer a comparative analysis of 
contemporary Indian and ancient Jewish culture, with the intention of using the former to 
understand the ancient past. A knowledge of Indian customs, the text claims, will offer a “Literal 
Explication” of biblical passages previously thought to be interpretable only through allegory 
(iv). In this, Toland argues that his analysis will decrease the historical distance between the 
ancient Western past and the Eastern present, and thus by implication connect present European 
traditions to those of the ancient world.162 This earlier text models many of the ideas in favor of 
Jewish naturalization that Toland espouses in Reasons, although it presents a far more 
speculative revisionist historiography—one that is compromised by the text’s indulgence in 
exotic stereotypes and a muddy rhetorical framework. Even so,Toland’s decision to translate La 
Créquinière’s text reflects his burgeoning interest in the problems—political, economic, and 
conceptual, posed by the Jews. By examining the two texts together, we can come to a fuller 
understanding of why Toland thought in 1714 that Britain was ready to hear an argument in 
favor of Jewish naturalization.  
The Agreement has perhaps received less attention because it is a translation, and for 
many years scholars questioned Toland’s authorship since no edition of the text bears Toland’s 
name. However, modern historians and critics now generally agree that Toland is indeed the 
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author of the translation.163 The Agreement’s original author, La Créquinière, is something of a 
mystery—-we only know that he was an officer who spent some time in India at the French 
commercial enclave, Pondichéry.164 We know little of his politics or theological positions, 
although the premise of The Agreement suggests that La Créquinière was influenced by several 
key texts that are recognized as foundational to the development of comparative religious studies 
out of the study of antiquities: Leo Modena’s detached approach to the practice of Judaism in 
Historia de gli riti hebraci (History of Judaic Rituals) (1681),165 which was translated into 
French with a lengthy addendum, Comparison des cérémonies des Juifs et de la discipline de 
l’Eglise (Comparison between Jewish ceremonies and the Church’s discipline) comparing 
Jewish and Christian practices by Richard Simon, as well as by the ethnographic approach of 
Claude Fleury in Les Moeurs des Israëlites (1681).166  
While not free from the influence of ideology or politics, French ethnographic and 
comparative practices stressed detachment and distance as a means of objectivity. Although 
Catholics like Richard Simon used the unreliability of biblical translation and historical 
transmission to argue that the best guide to truth was the interpretation of the Church, La 
Créquinière’s objective approach appears to advocate objective distance from all historical 
religions, which would have been attractive to Toland, whose pantheism advocated a similar 
kind of distance. Additionally, radicals like Toland often reversed the Catholic strategy of 
recognizing the bible’s unreliability to argue in favor the deistic/pantheistic (in Toland’s case) 
rejection of the authority of organized religion. Toland acknowledges neither the source of the 
text of his translation, nor that fact that is a translation. Rather than evaluating Toland’s 
translation in terms of its adherence to the meaning, spirit, and tone of the original text, it is more 
useful to understand Toland’s version of The Agreement as a form of rewriting in the way 
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theorized by Andre Lefevere, who argues that a translator does not simply transmit the original 
text to readers, but makes interpretive choices based on his or her own ideological beliefs and or 
goals.167 While La Créquinière may have been hampered by the Catholic Church and the French 
State—his text ends with an “Extrait du Privilege du Roi” or the state’s imprimatur, Toland had 
far less need to satisfy any political or religious authority—his text ends with an advertisement 
for more of the publisher’s travel literature, and so his translation—especially by eliminating all 
reference to authorial identity—allows the text’s more radical elements to stand on their own. 
Similarly, by translating the text into English, without attributing authorship to La Créquinière, 
Toland changes the context of the text’s critique to one that is specifically British.  
The text employs a traditionally conservative methodology toward a radical end by 
inverting the argument that the unreliability of translation necessitates trusting the Church’s 
interpretation. Toland seems well aware of the power dynamics inherent in both translation and 
historiography, and uses them to cast doubt on the reliability of translation as a tool for 
disseminating knowledge. He “know[s] that these Citations will not relish well with many 
people,” specifically those who elevate biblical sources over pagan ones, but nevertheless, the 
only way to get at a full understanding of historical truth, and to undermine faith in superstition 
and revelation, is to extend one’s study beyond the bible and its many poor translations (vii). In 
this case, Toland casts doubt not only on biblical translations, but on translation more generally, 
since he also uses classical histories and chronicles by writers like Pliny and Herodotus. In this 
way, Toland places biblical and classical history on equal footing.168  
Toland uses the unreliability of translation to underscore his critique of scriptural 
authority. This is a typical rhetorical move in skeptical texts, which often argue that one must be 
skeptical of poor or deliberately skewed translations that encourage misinterpretations of biblical 
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history. Toland offers this standard concern about translation, pointing out that “there are many 
who are otherwise very Learned, that do not understand the Greek Tongue” (vii). He signals to 
other skeptical readers that they should read his text as a radical history by arguing that “those 
who are acquainted with the Matter treated of will rejoice to find that they can judg of them by 
themselves, without having Recourse to the authors I quote, provided I have given the true Sense 
of the passages I relate, and rightly inferr’d the Conclusions I have made” (viii). Toland suggests 
his own translations are more attentive and better informed because he relies both on his own 
knowledge that his readers can judge for themselves as well as the authority of “the best 
Translators” (vii). This claim is ironic given Toland’s obfuscation of his own role in translating 
The Agreement into English—he knows that some readers will be aware of the original source, 
but many will not. Those readers who are aware that they are reading a translation are asked to 
judge Toland’s ability and decide whether or not his translation skills are as strong as he claims, 
while those not in the know can only take his word that he avoids imparting too strongly his own 
point of view in the portions of the text he claims to have translated.  
The Agreement, however, does not serve simply as a self-aggrandizing platform for 
Toland’s translation abilities. Its rhetorical function has complex ramifications for the ways in 
which eighteenth-century British culture understood its own engagement with the rest of Europe 
and with non-European nations and empires (such as India, China, and the Ottoman Empire) than 
his claim implies. The Agreement ultimately suggests that Britain has the potential to be a 
cosmopolitan nation if only it will examine its cultural identity and practices. By treating the 
bible as a cultural history, and by not privileging its narrative over other historiographical 
sources, The Agreement undermines the bible’s authority as a master historical narrative, and 
opens the possibility to assert a new, less Eurocentric narrative in its place. Furthermore, 
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Toland’s translation implies that Britons may in fact already be more cosmopolitan that they are 
aware, by virtue of their being one of many inheritors of ancient cultural traditions. The British 
people, Toland insinuates, act as willing participants in the obfuscation of their own past and 
present by fostering superstition and a parochial view of their world.  
The text engages in exoticism or orientalism, such as when it suggests that “the Eastern 
People are generally more Effeminate, and more addicted to Pleasures than other Nations are, 
and consequently they are less capable of a true and solid Vertue, which is no less necessary for 
a good Subject than it is for a great Prince” (8). In part, this kind of claim serves to appease 
readers’ sense of their own consequence. Toland attempts to place the rhetorical weight of his 
use of exoticism on illustrating his criticism of the British rather than on than on illustrating 
denigrating Indian culture, but ultimately, the othering of Indians mostly serves to accentuate the 
similarities between European Jewry and the rest of Europe. He sacrifices the integrity of his 
depiction of Indians in order to further his goal of promoting Jewish integration into British and 
European culture. As we will see in chapter three, Toland is not the only pro-Jewish writer to use 
such tactics, nor was their use limited to Jews’s Christian supporters. Jews themselves also 
engaged in this kind of othering as a method to minimize their similarities to non-White, non-
European peoples and maximize their affinity to the citizens of their host nations.  
At the same time, Toland links cosmopolitan sensibility to an openness and desire to 
develop an unbiased understanding of the ancient world. He suggests that those who value true 
knowledge “will not dislike the Desire I have shown of opening a way for the Knowledg of 
Antiquity, by studying the Customs of these People” (ii). Toland is candid about the rhetorical 
structure of The Agreement, although those not attuned to the skeptical tradition may not have 
recognized it. Skeptical texts ask readers who, as Toland describes them “know how to frame a 
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just Idea of things, altho’ they are far distant, and judg of them without prejudice” to read against 
the grain.169 In other words, Toland's indulgence in exoticism, therefore, signals to skeptical 
readers that they must read in opposition to what a more naive reader would believe to be the 
purpose of the text (ii). The very fact that some readers would fail to recognize the critique 
implicit in his words proves the point that Toland makes about Britain's too provincial 
sensibility, of some Britons' tendency to accept unquestioningly established modes of religious 
and political thought. His critique here is not only of a culturally narrow perspective, but also of 
a theological one. The very readers who fail to recognize Toland's critique of their love of 
exoticism are the same ones who would believe in both the marvelousness of the world outside 
Europe and in the miracles told in biblical narrative; he ties the spectacle of difference to the 
superstition of miracles and magic. By insisting that the differences between Indians, Jews and 
Europeans are only cultural, Toland neatly combines his critique of British xenophobia with his 
critique of revealed religion. 
Toland attempts—not altogether successfully—to undercut the impact of exotic 
stereotypes by privileging alternative historiographies that emphasize how contemporary cultures 
are built on a platform of ancient cross-cultural exchange. Those readers who are more open to a 
true understanding of the ancient past can see how they themselves are inheritors of ancient 
cosmopolitanism. Toland insists that an understanding of Indian culture illuminates knowledge 
of ancient history, which will, in turn, demystify readers' understanding of the bible (viii). In this 
way, he uses otherness to lessen the othering of Jews and clarify the connections between Jewish 
and biblical history. Of the Indians he says: “But after we have a little frequented the Eastern 
Nations, they grow familiar to us, because among them we may still see al these Characters of 
Antiquity, which are observ’d in the Bible, and generally in the Books which speak of the Jews, 
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or any other Ancient People” (iv). Somehow, Indian culture is almost timeless. It has retained 
traces of our ancient past, of an originary religious and moral authority, whereas European 
societies have lost touch with their own heritage.  
This claim appropriates the popular Restoration fantasy of the Golden Age—an ancient, 
idyllic time long since corrupted. Although he never uses the term Golden Age, Toland’s 
philosophy hinges on the idea of one true religion that has long since been corrupted. This notion 
of a primitive, Noachian (pre-Noah) religion was popular among radicals and anti-trinitarians 
during the Restoration, such as Henry Stubbe, Isaac Newton, and William Whiston. As James R. 
Jacob has noted, Toland stands as a direct inheritor of these ideas, translating them to work 
within the discursive framework of the early eighteenth century.170 The Agreement suggests that 
traces of that lost originary faith can be found in non-Christian religions, and in turn, implies that 
a more careful examination of Christianity may allow theologians to discover similar traces in 
that religion, if only Christians would keep an open and historically attuned mind. 
Like Indians, early modern European Jewish communities were characterized by a mix of 
carefully preserved traditions and cross-cultural exchanges that encouraged perception of them 
as simultaneously modern and ancient. As did Menasseh ben Israel before him, Toland 
repeatedly points out the similarities between ancient Jewish customs and contemporary Indian 
customs. While .the collapsing of historical distance between Indians and the ancients serves to 
depict Indian culture as less modern, it also characterizes Indians as being more in touch with 
their history; the British, in contrast, are depicted as being out-of-touch and lacking a true 
understanding of their place in the larger world. By focusing not on Christianity but on ancient 
Jewish culture, Toland, who was a fierce and well-known advocate for Jewish naturalization, 
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explicitly refers to contemporary Jewish communities' strong connections to both the past and 
present as well as their cosmopolitan ability to adapt to new cultures and circumstances. 
It seems impossible to separate the historical from the contemporary, and Toland does not 
seem interested in even attempting to do so. In The Agreement, he does not study contemporary 
Jewish communities so much as he continually conflates the contemporary and the ancient. He 
moves smoothly back and forth between referring to ancient Jewish practices and to practices 
that are still retained in the early eighteenth century, speaking of Judaism both in the past and 
present tenses. For instance, in Article II, “Of Circumcision,” Toland reasons out the ways in 
which the practice of circumcision must have been appropriated from ancient Jews by other 
ancient peoples, such as the Egyptians and the Ethiopians. He begins the article with a discussion 
of the past, but quickly shifts to discussing contemporary Jews. He argues that a society practices 
circumcision either because of a religious commandment, as with the Jews, or because it has 
been adopted on the example of another people, such as the Egyptians and Ethiopians, who may 
have been influenced by the Jews who lived among them. Toland eschews the suggestion that 
some peoples find procreation easier with circumcision, pointing out that contemporary Jews, 
who still practice circumcision, are less numerous than Christians, who do not. This discussion 
establishes that circumcision was widely practiced in the ancient world as other people followed 
the examples of the Jews. It also addresses the hysterical fear of forced circumcision propounded 
by anti-Jewish writers by arguing that the practice of circumcision has spread by cross-cultural 
exchange rather than by force. Other cultures have remained distinct from Jewish culture, even 
as they have been influenced by it, such as the Egyptians. By this means, Toland implies that 
contemporary Jews can live and work in England as citizens without imposing Judaism on the 
vast majorities of Anglicans and Christian dissenters.  
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For Toland, Jews have a clear understanding of their identity as both a contemporary and 
an ancient people, and they are able to negotiate successfully these identities to function in a 
global context. Later, in 1714, Toland makes his case again in his short, octavo pamphlet, 
Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews In Great Britain and Ireland, On the same foot with all other 
Nations, Containing also, A Defence of the Jews Against All vulgar Prejudices in all Countries. 
This time, however, Toland argues overtly and unambiguously in favor of Jewish naturalization. 
In La Créquinière, Toland found ready-to-hand an argument that he could translate and amend 
that would call into question the cultural as well as theological bases of Judeo-Christian religion 
and—by extension—early eighteenth-century British orthodoxy. In Reasons he makes explicit 
what had been implicit in Agreement by transforming a philosophical and historical argument 
into a polemic for Jewish naturalization. 
 
Naturalization and Anglo-Jewish Historiography: Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews 
Like The Agreement, Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews reimagines the history of the 
Jewish people from the classical period to the eighteenth century, but, unlike The Agreement, it 
focuses on the history of the Jewish people in England. Therefore, it explicitly connects the 
history of the Jews to the history and future of England. Jews originally came to England in 1070 
at the invitation of William I, who sought to capitalize on Jewish trade and commerce. Following 
William's reign Jews were tolerated by royal prerogative, although they experienced harassment 
and were not allowed to practice any trade other than money-lending, nor were they allowed to 
own property. They were banished in 1290 by Edward I and did not return in any real capacity 
until 1656, when a group of Spanish Conversos (Jews who had converted to Catholicism under 
the sway of the Inquisition) living in London were accused of spying on behalf of Spain. In 
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response to accusation, the merchants revealed themselves as Jews as a way of convincing the 
Protectorate of their antipathy for Spain. Cromwell then unofficially tolerated the Jewish 
presence in England, once again on governmental prerogative. Following the Restoration, this 
informal toleration was maintained, yet Jewish trade and commerce were constrained by law in 
order to minimize Jews’ influence on English society.  
Toland rather ironically dedicates Reasons to “The Most Reverend the Archbishops And 
the Right Reverend Bishops of both Provinces.” By dedicating the text to the conservative 
bishops who likely would disagree with the tenor if not the substance of the dedication, Toland 
sharply rebukes Anglicans who claim to “promote the good of all mankind,” but who use their 
power to oppress and disenfranchise non-conformists and other religious minorities (ii). Toland 
argues that since the Church has extended toleration to dissenters, it must now advocate 
toleration for Jews: “But after a review of those conspicuous virtues, which render you venerable 
to even those Protestant Dissenters, who cannot in conscience submit to your jurisdiction, I may 
not doubt, My Lords, but that, as you are the advocates of the Jews at the throne of heaven, so 
you will be their friends and protectors in the Brittish [sic] Parliament” (ix-x). This sentence 
serves as a harsh, sarcastic condemnation of the Anglican resistance to toleration, and is 
especially pointed in that it follows a discussion of the ways in which Jews and the British are 
related through long established blood ties.  
Toland’s assertion that “a considerable part of the British inhabitants are the undoubted 
offspring of the Jews" suggests both affective and biological ties between Jews and Britons. In 
an earlier paragraph, Toland points out that Christianity descends from Judaism. Here, though, 
he implies not only a familial tie between religions, but also a blood tie between Jews and 
Britons. It is possible that he is referring to intermarrying between English Jews and Christians, 
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especially since Toland focuses so much on the period of English history in which Jews were 
welcomed in the Kingdom, before they were expelled. Even if he refers only to the philosophical 
ties between Judaism and Christianity, he uses the language of family and genealogy to forge 
rhetorically an undeniable bond between Christians and Jews, and to decrease the distance—
historical, biological, and affective—between English Christians and potential Jewish 
immigrants.   
Toland takes as his primary position in Reasons the idea that Jews possess the same basic 
human traits as Christians—countering those contemporaries who often called into question their 
humanity. He challenges the stereotype that Jews were physically different from other peoples: 
“so strong is the force of prejudice,” he declares, “that I know a person, no fool in other 
instances, who labor’d to perswade me, contrary to the evidence of his own and my eyes (to 
mine I am sure) that every Jew in the world had one eye remarkably less than the other” (19). 
Bishop Gilbert Burnet, who strenuously opposed the Occasional Conformity Bills and advocated 
for the political tolerance of dissenting Protestants at the turn of the eighteenth century, in 1680 
published The Conversion and Persecutions of Eve Cohan, now called Elizabeth Verboon, in 
which he claims that Cohan/Verboon’s life was threatened by her Jewish family for daring to 
consider the merits of Christianity. Burnet’s text traffics in classic anti-Jewish stereotypes and 
claims that Jews are more savage than other people, willing to torture and kill their own children 
to prevent their converting to Christianity. Not only does this violent practice make them the 
enemies of Protestant Christianity, it insinuates that Jews lack the basic human traits of reason 
and compassion. Toland argues that such ideas are “silly notion[s]” taken “from the Mob,” and 
that anyone with sense can see that the Jews “are both in their origine and progress, not 
otherwise to be regarded, than under the common circumstances of human nature” (19, 20). 
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The fact that Toland feels compelled to assert the basic humanity of the Jews illustrates 
the tenacious hold such stereotypes had on popular discourse. Even so, he does not belabor this 
point in his text; instead, he uses the process of proving the Jews’ humanity to create a sense of a 
larger human community, reminding readers that while there may be Jews who are criminal, or 
unethical, or dangerous, there are Christians who are equally bad. This sense of shared human 
experience serves as a precondition for the affective and mutually beneficial economic ties 
between the British and Jewish communities that Toland seeks to establish. Furthermore, he 
points out, judging the whole on the basis of the few rejects the Christian virtues of charity and 
justice (20). Ultimately, Toland’s strategy is one of shame; he engages in an extended recitation 
of inhuman violence perpetrated against the Jewish people in order to shame Britons into 
recognizing their own culpability in oppressing their fellow human beings, and their own 
hypocrisy in preaching Christian virtues that they abandon in their anti-Semitism.  
Toland attacks the most pernicious of Jewish stereotypes, the blood libel, which claimed 
that Jews killed Christians—usually babies—and used their blood in cabalistic rituals or in the 
making of matzoh. The blood libel was used throughout the early modern period to dehumanize 
Jews. Toland turns the blood libel on its head and maintains that the actions Christians fear most 
are ones that they themselves are responsible for inflicting on others. He argues that before the 
Jews were banished from England in 1293 that Christians were the ones to steal Jewish children, 
albeit not to eat them: “[T]he King took away from and detain’d all their children under six years 
of age, which must have given rise to abundance of families” (37). Toland suggests that the 
descendents of these stolen children over time became English, so that many English families 
actually have Jewish ancestry, even if only a few are willing to admit it. Because the British 
people are, in some sense, already Jewish, a general naturalization would entail opening the 
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British borders to cousins returned home rather than to a group of dangerous strangers. This 
claim nullifies arguments predicated on a biological difference between Christians and Jews. In 
some ways we can read this rhetorical move as a further inversion of the blood libel—here, the 
false claims involving blood mirrors the unwillingness of the British people to acknowledge their 
own ancestry. 
A variant of the blood libel manifested itself in fears of Jews gaining so much power that 
Christians would be forced to convert en masse, or would even wake up to find the conversion 
had already happened, and that Christian men had been circumcised in their sleep. Although this 
fear does not include the murder of Christians, the emasculation resulting from forced 
circumcision, and the spilling of Christian blood for the purposes of Jewish ritual situate this fear 
firmly in the same vein. The fear of mass circumcision persisted into the eighteenth century, 
when the passage of the Jewish Naturalization Act of 1753, which I discuss in chapter five, 
prompted public hysteria. Toland is more circumspect in the way he addresses the fears of forced 
conversion, choosing to emphasize, instead of the loss of foreskins, the religious grounds upon 
which such fears prove irrational:  
They were at no time oblig’d to propagate their Religion by force of arms; nor were ever 
discharg’d from the ties of humanity and reciprocal friendship towards other nations on a 
religious account. Nay…they wholly lose their pains, who so pompously labor to show 
that the Jewish religion was not made for all times and places, which, it seems, the 
professors of it never affirm…their religion, consider’d as it is Jewish, or distinct from 
the LAW OF NATURE, was solely calculated for their own Nation and Republic; so they 
were never commanded to instruct others in their peculiar rites and ceremonies (50).171   
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In this passage, Toland again identifies the process of scapegoating as a projection of Christians’ 
response to their own actions—in this case, the colonizing force of Christian identity. The fears 
of religious colonization are magnified and projected outward in response to the unconscious 
recognition that Christians have a long history of forcing their own beliefs on others.  
Toland furthers his inversion of the blood libel by citing instances of Christian “ritual 
sacrifice,” again suggesting that the fears associated with it come out of self-reflexive denial of 
responsibility: “When a Croisade was proclaim’d against the Turks, contrary to the first 
principles of common Right, then with all the fury the Fryers cou’d inspire, those Soul-errant 
warriors, consecrated to blood and rapine, massacred the Jews without mercy, for a blessing on 
their undertaking at first setting out" (23-4). What is most painful in this case, Toland suggests, is 
that those who would sacrifice Jews in the name of God gain a greater reputation for "sanctity" 
as a result (25). The example of the Crusades signifies Catholic oppression and serves in part to 
distinguish Jews from Catholics. Both groups were feared in England, but Catholics were 
considered dangerous because the Anglican Church associated them with the doctrine of 
infallibility, which led the way to religious and political tyranny. In Reasons, Toland does not 
distinguish between the historical mistreatment of Jews at the hands of Catholics and the 
contemporary civil oppression of Jews at the hands of Anglicans. In this way, Catholics, with 
their tendency toward what most Protestants would consider foreign tyranny, become associated 
with the unbending Anglican Church, which would deny toleration to Jews, Catholics and 
dissenters alike.  
Despite their continued persecution, Jews consistently demonstrated loyalty to 
communities, and to monarchs and governments that provided them with a modicum of 
protection from abuse. Toland contrasts the atrocities committed against the Jews with instances 
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of Jewish contributions to their larger communities and the successes that they have shared with 
Christians, such as “the valiant assistance they lent the inhabitants [of Prague,] in expelling the 
invading and depopulating Barbarians” during the middle ages (17). Toland encodes as a 
characteristic of good citizenship Jews’ willingness to join with Christians in fighting off 
common enemies when he argues “they cou’d kill the enemies of our British Islands, when they 
become their own, with equal alacrity” (17). Through this contrast between Jewish and Christian 
actions, Toland creates an almost utopian vision of what could be should the Jews be welcomed 
in Britain as equals, although that possibility is always undercut by the history Toland relates. He 
even suggests that this utopian community has existed before in Great Britain’s past, only to be 
undermined by greed and prejudice.  
Toland claims that Jews crossed with William I in 1066 and that he recognized the 
economic stability and security they brought to his reign. This toleration was extended by future 
kings, “who had a sort of property in them,” and the Jews prospered to the point of being able to 
create an exchequer, which was run “partly of Jews and partly of Christians, who are often 
mentioned by their proper names and titles in our history” (29-30). But, even as Jews enjoyed 
prosperity, they were still subject to capricious mistreatment, for “upon default of any payment, 
justly or unjustly impos’d, they us’d frequently to be all arrested at once, with their wives, and 
children, and servants: and they were not seldom forc’d to forgive the debts what were owing to 
them by others” (30). Furthermore, because Christians violated contracts with Jews, Toland 
implies that if Jewish property is not protected by law, then neither can one assume that 
Christians’ property will be. Such blatant disregard of property rights is a hallmark of tyranny 
and absolutism, everything that Britain’s national and Anglican identity is supposedly modeled 
against. Even so, this pattern of giving and taking away of rights and equality has marked the 
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history of Christian and Jewish relations in Britain from the time of William I to the turn of the 
eighteenth century.172 Jonathan Karp observes that Toland shifts the discussion away from the 
traditional Philo-Jewish emphasis on Jewish commercial utility toward a focus on Jewish 
“military and civic benefit to the independent commonwealth.”173 He further argues that this shift 
frees republican traditions from the restraints of ancient English law. What is especially 
important to note here is that Toland accomplishes this liberation by calling back to that ancient 
law, arguing that it, in fact, was more flexible and inclusive than traditionally believed. Past 
generations recognized the civic, social, and economic value of tolerance and it is in the best 
interest of modern Britons to do so as well.  
Toland seeks to begin rebuilding English-Jewish relations not only by countering the 
stereotypes of Jews, but also by answering the common objections to naturalization. Many 
London merchants promulgated the fear that naturalized citizens would siphon income away 
from merchants and laborers by underselling their goods and services.174 These kinds of 
objections were the same regardless of the religion of the group proposed for naturalization, and 
they were not entirely without merit, as the case of the failed Palatine experiment suggested. 
Because the Palatine experiment was so high-profile, it was easy to project the experience onto 
questions of Jewish and non-Protestant immigration; therefore, Toland takes time to distinguish 
carefully between the cases. H.T. Dickinson offers what is still the most in-depth study of the 
politics surrounding the Naturalization Act of 1709 and the Palatine immigration experiment.175 
When the Naturalization Act of 1708 was passed, it resulted in the mass immigration of poor 
German Protestants from the Rhineland-Palatinate who had suffered under repeated invasions 
from France, as well as from the persecution of the Elector Palatine, Duke William of Newburg, 
a Roman Catholic devoted to forcing the conversion of his subjects. Queen Anne worked on their 
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behalf to grant a small number of them toleration (for though they were Protestant, they were 
not, of course, Anglican) and asylum within Great Britain’s colonies.  
After the Naturalization Act passed, even larger numbers of Germans immigrated to 
Britain and the colonies. In all, more than 10,000 Palatines flooded London in 1709, and it took a 
year for the government to settle the immigrants throughout England, Ireland, Jamaica and New 
York, where they were lured under the pretense of being granted property, but were in reality 
transformed into indentured servants by corrupt private investors. During this time, Queen Anne 
personally, with the assistance of Parliament, supported the immigrants in temporary camps and 
in people’s homes throughout London. Although many Whigs argued in favor of Palatine 
immigration, based on the belief that immigrants would bring skilled laborers into the workforce 
and increase competition amongst merchants and tradesmen, the majority of Palatine immigrants 
were not, in fact, skilled laborers, but husbandman and vinedressers. Only one third of the male 
immigrants were tradesmen or professionals.176 Therefore, when the Palatines failed to produce 
the economic benefits that their champions had promised, London merchants, the City of 
London, and Tories in Parliament, turned against them. Similar anti-Palatine campaigns were 
successfully carried out in other cities where the Palatines had been relocated, including Bedford, 
Middlesex, Lichfield, and Liverpool.  
Toland addresses the issue of the Palatines by arguing that they were invited into England 
for the express purpose of immigrating to the colonies where they had been promised land: “the 
greatest share of those miserable wretches were allur’d hither on the foot of private interest, by 
American Proprietors or Planters; and not upon the prospect of any benefit they expected from 
the GENERAL NATURALIZATION, of which privilege the coming over of so many Papists, 
makes it plain they knew as little, as beggars of any persuasion cou’d be suppos’d to get by it” 
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(8). Toland is not suggesting that all the Palatines were Catholic, but rather that their number 
included some Catholics who took advantage of the general naturalization to seek opportunities 
in the colonies. Of the 10,000 Palatines, approximately 2000 were Catholic.177 These Catholics 
were immediately deported to The Netherlands, although the queen paid the cost of 
transportation. Anti-Catholic sentiment still held sway in 1709, and the appearance of so many 
Catholics likely helped to increase antagonism toward the Palatines. Even so, the Palatines were 
always meant to have only temporary asylum, and according to Toland, were mostly unskilled 
laborers, so it is no surprise that they strained the Crown’s, Parliament’s, and the Public’s 
finances and good will. 
Toland argues that unlike the Palatines, Jewish immigrants will be established merchants 
and skilled laborers capable of supporting themselves and of contributing to the economic 
growth of the Kingdom. He emphasizes how far-reaching Jewish mercantile and monetary 
influence is, and how vital a role they play in international commerce: “Trade is by certain 
circumstances shar’d in such a manner, and parcell’d out among the inhabitants of the earth, that 
some, by way of eminence, may be call’d the Factors, some the Carriers, some the Miners, others 
the Manufactuorers [sic], and others yet the Store-keepers of the world. Thus the Jews may 
properly be said to be the Brokers of it, who, whithersoever they come, create business as well as 
manage it” (14). Jews were, in fact, already deeply embedded in the British economy, acting as 
brokers in the newly established stock market, as well as investing heavily in the stocks of the 
Bank of England, the East India Company, the Royal African Company and the South Sea 
Company178, but here Toland suggests that Jewish financiers would also bring in much-needed 
access to international capital markets as well as provide skilled managers for British endeavors 
in those markets. Additionally, Jewish merchants had established trade connections extending 
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across Europe, Africa, India and the West Indies.179 Toland underscores the advantage of 
harnessing Jewish trade, capital, connections, and managerial skills to benefit Britain’s 
mercantile endeavors. 
Toland counters bigoted claims that the only skills Jews possess are in money lending 
and brokering by arguing that they “are driven to this way of livelihood by mere Necessity: for 
being excluded every where in Europe, from publick Employments in the State, as they are from 
following Handycraft trades in most places, and in almost all, from purchasing immovable 
Inheritances, this does no less naturally, than necessarily, force ‘em to the Trade of Usury, since 
otherwise they cou’d not possibly live” (14-15). The prejudices against Jews’ facility with 
money stem, in part, from their traditional practice of money-lending, which was one of the few 
trades open to Jews in the middle ages and early modern period. Ancient Jews, Toland claims, 
were “Shepherds in Mesopotamia, Builders in Egypt, and Husbandmen in their own Country”; 
they were, in fact, strictly prohibited Usury among themselves by their Law, and but barely 
permitted to exercise it among Strangers” (15-16). Rather than using Jewish moneylending to 
vilify the Jewish people, Toland inverts the conceit of Jews as greedy usurers and denounces the 
Christian practice of restricting Jews to occupations to those that Christians themselves would 
condemn. This is ironic given the fact that Britain needed Jewish financing in order to undertake 
the kind of trade that would bring in economic capital to rival that brought in by Dutch 
commerce—the British needed the Jews to access the kind of economic expertise that their 
parochialism had heretofore prevented them from producing for themselves.  
Toland characterizes the lives of ancient Jews as being truer to their natural character and 
consistently suggests that European cultures have fostered negative behaviors out their own bias. 
When Jews were welcomed as equals, they often participated in civil life and served their 
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governments as soldiers (16-17). The value that Jews will add to British society lies not in 
Protestant fantasies of Jewish restoration as a heralding of the Millenium and universal 
redemption—ideas that were popular in the seventeenth century, and which still retained some 
currency at the time Toland wrote Reasons—but rather in the concrete benefits of increased 
population and commerce. 180 He suggests that were the British government to naturalize Jews 
and allow them full rights of citizenship, many would be able to return to a more traditional way 
of life, which in itself may benefit British society by introducing new industry and new hands for 
labor.  
Toland’s suggestion that the Jewish character has been molded by the Christian 
oppression feeds into a larger theme in Reasons. He repeatedly credits the British 
implementation of Liberty of Conscience with his endorsement of naturalization, arguing that 
now that toleration has been extended to dissenters (although the Test Act still required one to 
take the sacrament in an Anglican church in order to hold public office), the British people must 
be open to a more general form of tolerance. He goes so far as to suggest that naturalizing Jews 
will actually strengthen dissenters' right to Liberty of Conscience: “The Protestant Dissenters 
have no reason to be jealous, that [the Jews] shou’d join with the National Church to oppress 
them, since they have an equal Interest to preserve LIBERTY OF CONSCIENCE; and that the 
example of Spain and Portugal has taught ‘em how dangerous a thing it is, that one sett of 
Clergy-men shou’d dispose and influence all things at their pleasure in any country” (11). Toland 
explicitly calls for Anglican Britain to differentiate itself Catholic Spain and Portugal. Tyranny, 
oppression, and violence against religious minorities are the hallmark of the Catholic Church, in 
his account, and represent the values that Britain must reject if it is truly to be a tolerant and 
economically prosperous nation.  
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Toland goes on to suggest that liberal conceptions of education and governance are 
responsible for the development of a civil and engaging British identity: “The different methods 
of Government and Education, are the true springs and causes of such different inclinations all 
over the world; as it demonstrably appears from the progressive changes, which alterations in 
those two main points have effected in most countries, both of the modern and antient times" 
(18). Toland's claim that Britain is ready to expand its understanding of toleration extends his 
earlier criticism of British parochialism in The Agreement. In this way, Toland argues that 
toleration will make the British character more truly British. By adopting a general toleration, 
rather than limited form currently allowed under law, Britain will realize its true, Whiggish 
national identity uncorrupted by tyrannical, Catholic traits.  
Toland applies these same liberal ideas to the ways in which Jews adopted the cultures of 
whatever country in which they settled: “[T]is evident that since their dispersion, they have no 
common or peculiar inclination distinguishing ‘em from others; but visibly partake of the Nature 
of those nations among which they live, and where they were bred. The ordinary sentiments and 
manners of the Portuguese or Italian Jews, differ not from those of the other Portuguese or 
Italians. The Germans differ from the Popish Jews, as much as Poles do from Germans; and so 
do those of Ispahan or Constantinople, from such as are born at London or Amsterdam” (19). 
Toland suggests that the Jewish ability to adapt and assimilate demonstrates their cultural 
flexibility and proves that while Jews may have business connections all over the world, they do 
not possess a singular Jewish culture that proves resistant to assimilation. British Jews will be 
more British than anything else, and thus their loyalties will lie with Britain rather than with 
some overseas authority. Again, this argument suggests a sharp contrast to Catholics, whose 
loyalty was often suspected to lie in Rome than in their country of origin.  
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This claim also looks back toward The Agreement, in which Toland suggests that Jewish 
practices have been assimilated into other cultures and religions over the course of centuries: 
what they have once given, they are also willing to receive. The kind of reciprocal exchange 
between Jews and other cultures that he describes serves as evidence of how the Jews can bring a 
cosmopolitan sensibility into Britain. In order to survive Jews have had to adapt, assimilate and 
tolerate practices that are not their own. This is the point Toland makes through his extensive 
discussion of the persecution of Jews throughout the centuries, the idea that they have survived 
and thrived wherever they have lived, despite persecution. While he does suggest that Jews 
“have no common or peculiar inclination distinguishing ‘em from others,” the thrust of Toland’s 
claim is that Jewish difference stems only from their religious practices; in all other ways they 
have the same attitudes and habits as those of the non-Jews where they live.  
This point brings Toland back not only to his primary assertion of the essential humanity 
of all people, Jews included, and not only to the issue inherent in naturalization—toleration—but 
to the larger philosophical principles of his argument. Toland’s critique of Jewish persecution 
builds from the claim that such oppression stems from an intolerant religious exceptionalism:  
[S]o great is the aversion which diversity of manners in general begets among men, and 
especially contrary rites or doctrines of Religion, that, farr from mutual love and good 
offices, as creatures of the same species, they foolishly despise and hate one another for 
their civil customs, but cruelly persecute and murder one another on the score of their 
religious ones. All histories are full of such execrable examples. Defamation, Exile, 
Imprisonment, and Death, were sometimes not esteem’d punishments severe enough, for 
the neglect of ceremonies in their own nature indifferent, and very often insignificant; or 
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from the disbelief of doctrines understood by neither party; and when understood, that 
contributed not a jot to make mankind the wiser or the better (21).  
Toland draws a clear distinction between religious and civil life, and clearly favors the civil as 
the ideal foundation of a virtuous and stable society. This is an outgrowth of his skeptical stance 
toward organized religion, and his insistence that religion is a social and ideological construct 
rather than divine truth. He draws an implicit comparison between Jews and Catholics, and 
between Catholics and Anglicans, while building affective ties between Protestant Britons and 
the Jewish people. Although he treats Catholics negatively, Toland does not do so out of a clear 
antipathy, but because his radical principles read the Catholic doctrine of infallibility as an 
avenue toward tyranny. Because Tories were often sympathetic to Catholics and Catholic 
principles, Catholicism offered Toland an expedient way to make a political point while 
furthering his critique of the Anglican Church and the British State. In many ways, Toland’s 
othering of Catholics mirrors La Créquinière’s othering of Indians in The Agreement—his 
rhetoric hinges on a form of discursive othering that drives the creation of affective ties between 
Jews and Britons. 
Toland’s arguments in favor of Jewish naturalization were revived during the 1753 
debate over Jewish naturalization. Then, as in 1708, the bill passed in Parliament only to trigger 
a xenophobic uproar that ultimately resulted in its repeal. In fact, although the question of Jewish 
naturalization was raised continually over the next two centuries, Jews were never officially 
naturalized by an act of Parliament. They were ultimately granted the right to vote in 1867, 
following the passage of the Reform Act of 1867, and were allowed to hold parliamentary office 
in 1861. However, Jews were not fully emancipated until 1890 when all restrictions prohibiting 
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Jews from holding office in the British Empire, with the exception of the monarchy, were 
removed. In contrast, Catholics were fully emancipated by 1829.  
Toland argues that prejudice on either civil or religious grounds is unfounded, and in this 
respect he goes far beyond the majority of philosophers of his day. Many intellectuals, 
politicians, and Latitudinarian Anglicans advocated toleration only for a select class of Protestant 
dissenters.181 Toland, on the other hand, offers a far more radical understanding toleration, and 
the role that religion plays in civil life. He believed in the idea of an originary faith that had been 
corrupted sometime in the ancient past; and because all religions, therefore, are products of 
corruption, it is impossible to rely on them in determining civil priority and consequence. By 
changing his argumentative strategy to address the pragmatic and material issues facing Great 
Britain—the need for economic expansion and increased trade, as well as the realities of a strong 
Anglo-Jewish presence—Toland uses the Jews as a limit case for toleration, as a way to gauge 
the nation’s readiness to put into practice both religious toleration and cosmopolitan ideals. At 
the heart of Toland’s argument lies the idea that as long as toleration does not extend beyond 
dissenters England will remain a country divided from its principles.  
  
 120 
Chapter 3: Aphra Behn’s Oroonoko and the Erasure of the Jewish Community in 
Surinam 
 
I do not pretend, in giving you the history of this royal slave, to entertain my reader with 
the adventures of a feigned hero, whose life and fortunes fancy may manage at the poet’s 
pleasure; nor in relating the truth, design to adorn it with any accidents, but such as 
arrived in earnest to him: and it shall come simply into the world, recommended by its 
own proper merits and natural intrigues, there being enough of reality to support it, and to 
render it diverting, without the addition of invention. 
      (Aphra Behn, Oroonoko 9)182 
For all her claims in the above epigraph to the value of unadorned truth, Aphra Behn 
skillfully skirts one crucial issue: whether or not she has left anything out. While Behn maintains 
the truthfulness of what has made it onto her page, she hints that she indeed may have edited that 
truth so as to keep “enough of reality to support it” while cutting the bits that might fail “to 
render it diverting” to readers. Literary critics and historian detectives have squeezed every 
record of the Surinam and other American colonies in search of a historical counterpart to 
Oroonoko, prince of Coramantien, to little avail—as far as we know no such person existed.183 
This in itself may not mean much. Authors often claimed truth for their works of fiction, and 
Behn likely plays on the popularity of romance and romantic heroes in a bid to appeal to readers.  
Whatever the truth of a historical Oroonoko, Behn’s depiction of the Surinam colony 
remains far too detailed, contains too much information, not to hold something of the truth. Behn 
offers clear descriptions of landscapes and locations of estates, and all the major European 
characters, from Lieutenant Governor Byam to the “wild Irishman” Bannister, are known to have 
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been real people living in the colony during England’s rule (75-76).184 Because she seems to mix 
fact with fiction, Behn’s insistence that she has added nothing to the narrative appears to be bait 
and switch: it encourages readers to look for blatant falsehoods should they wish to discredit her 
tale rather than to look for more subtle omissions. Although Behn clearly uses the word “divert” 
in its sense of “to entertain” she also draws upon its equally common meaning of “to change 
course” or “distract.”185 She employs a common strategy of falsehood—that of giving just 
enough of the truth to make a claim seem plausible. In doing so, she invites the question: what 
truth might Behn have left out of her story for fear of it being less than “diverting”?  
Norman Simms suggests that the omission applies to the colony’s Jewish population, 
which indeed fails to appear in Oroonoko despite the fact that Jews made up nearly one third of 
the colony’s European inhabitants.186 In erasing the Surinamese Jewish presence Behn draws on 
a paradigm reminiscent of Converso Jewish literature in the early modern period. Conversos 
were Jews who survived the Inquisition by converting to Christianity, and in some cases 
converted back to Judaism once beyond the Church’s reach. Whether a Converso family re-
Judaized or not, its members were always marked by their Jewish origins. The Jewish colony in 
Surinam was populated by families who had lived as Christians, sometimes for generations, but 
who sought to build a new Jewish community in the colonies where ostensibly they would be 
free of the Church’s oppression. In particular, Protestant colonies run by both the Dutch and 
English provided a safe haven for Jews seeking to escape the long shadow of the Catholic 
Church. In addition, Christians who had Jewish roots but who did not choose to revert to Judaism 
were also part of the colony. This chapter explores Behn’s strategic re-narration of the colony’s 
political and social history through its erasure of Surinam’s Jewish population. In light of Behn’s 
investment in the Enlightenment ideal of toleration, as evidenced in her philosophical 
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translations of radicals like Bernard Le Bovier de Fontenelle, Behn’s erasure of this minority 
community may initially seem strange. However, in re-imagining the colony’s history, Behn 
draws this tradition of enlightenment radicalism in a semi-fictionalized context, which allows her 
to safely explore the potentiality for toleration in practice. In this sense, the erasure is consonant 
with the narrative strategies of misdirection and equivocation characteristic of both radical 
skepticism and Converso literature. 
Converso literature in the seventeenth century is characterized by irony and equivocation, 
and often takes as its subject matter the vexed concept of belonging.187 Converso fiction 
maintains a highly secular nature, often substituting monarchical ideologies for religious 
ideologies, which explains, in part, the lack of specific references to Jews in Oroonoko—
Converso fiction is less concerned with Jewish identity politics than it is with critiquing 
structures of power that allow systemic oppression.188 By thinking about the narrative strategy 
through a Converso framework—specifically, by reading the narrator as a Conversa—I open up 
new ways to address the historical and political elements of the both Oroonoko and of 
Jewish/English colonialism. Rather than delegitimizing the rhetorical force of her re-narration, 
her initial acknowledgment of the fictional aspects of her text allows Behn to emphasize the 
implications of the philosophical and political underpinnings of her narrative. Ultimately, I argue 
that Behn's text frames the question of the assimilability of the Surinam Jewish community as 
one characterized by intra-communal strife as the Jewish community attempts more closely to 
align itself with the white, Christian colonial model of governance. Oroonoko's ambivalent 
treatment of slavery results, in part, from efforts to erase the presence of the Surinam Jews and to 
translate the liminality of their existence into terms more legible and "diverting" to seventeenth-
century readers. 
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The Second Part of the Rover: An Explicit Test-Case for Jewish Assimilability 
Behn’s interest in Jews and Jewishness in Oroonoko is not immediately apparent, 
especially for those unfamiliar with the Jewish presence in Surinam. However, Behn expresses 
not only an interest in Jewishness, but also in the idea of successful Jewish assimilation in her 
earlier comedy, The Second Part of the Rover (1681). Although the primary plot focuses on the 
cavalier hero from The Rover, Willmore, a subplot focuses on the successful marriages of two of 
Willmore’s compatriots to two wealthy Mexican Jewish “monsters”—a giant and a dwarf—who, 
despite their physical deformities, marry and are accepted into the family of loyal banished 
cavaliers who will ultimately return to power in England following the Restoration. 
Significantly, the Jewesses are accepted into this royalist community without having to convert 
to Christianity.  
The date of the play’s first performance is unknown, but records indicate that it was 
performed, either for the first or perhaps a second time, in April of 1681.189 Although The 
Second Part of the Rover was successful in its initial run, it failed to build the cultural caché of 
its predecessor, likely because, as Peggy Thompson suggests, it subverts a popular sexist and 
heteronormative conclusion in which chaste, deserving women are married off to deserving men 
who claim both the women’s bodies and their property as their own.190 In The Second Part, 
Helena has met with an oddly convenient accident within a month of their marriage (she falls 
overboard and drowns,) leaving Willmore to spend her fortune and resume his roving ways. 
However, this time, instead of marrying the chaste virgin Ariadne, the play concludes with 
Wilmore and the courtesan La Nuche vowing to live together "without the formal Foppery of 
Marriage" (5:508-9).191 The play builds on the same themes that Behn uses in the majority of her 
comedies, especially those in The Rover. Robert Markley explains Behn’s typical modus 
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operandi as political satire that contests the “masculinizing of desire,” or the “creation of women 
as other and as object—that is crucial to a sexual ideology that insists on the indivisibility of 
feminine chastity and feminine identity.”192 Markley suggests that for Behn, the “good,” 
obedient woman who is an object of masculine desire is a target for satire, while “bad” women 
insist upon female sexual desire as a legitimate, and ultimately rewarded, form of feminine 
sexuality. Likewise, the roving cavalier heroes of both parts of The Rover embody a masculine 
desire that positions them as both subjects and objects of the desiring gaze, whereas the fools are 
sexually impotent (or at least continually thwarted,) thereby creating an identification between 
free-ranging sexuality and desire on the one hand, and loyalty to the Stuarts on the other.193 Behn 
associates the ideology of repression with Whig politics; thus, her strong, desiring female 
characters represent an “idealized separation of feminine desire from masculinist honor, good 
nature from repression in its extrinsic and self-policing forms; they serve as exemplars of a 
Royalist ideology that associates…‘natural sociality and sexuality’ with hypocrisy and 
sedition.”194 This counter-intuitiveness creates the possibility that the Jewesses’ visibility in The 
Second Part functions in a similar light—that their monstrosity is a mark of strength rather than 
disability.  
In light of the play’s lack of enduring popularity, critical response to the play is 
noticeably sparse and largely negative, perhaps because the play fails to fit the standard feminist 
narrative that reads comedic heroines as empowered through the process of taming a rake. In The 
Second Part, Willmore remains noticeably untamed by the bonds of marriage, and La Nuche has 
little legal, social, or political guarantee that Willmore will remain faithful to their vows. 
Katherine Rogers argues that La Nuche “must realize that [Willmore] will use and discard her,” 
while Peter Holland reads the ending as Willmore’s heroic downfall: “No rake marries a whore 
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and remains a hero." Peggy Thompson counters these readings by suggesting that the play’s 
conclusion serves as an explicit renunciation of comedic convention, and undermines the 
association of quality or virtue with deservingness. Both La Nuche and the Jewesses undermine 
the moral distinction of being a person of quality by being found worthy by men of quality on the 
basis of their wealth rather than their chastity. 
Heidi Hutner also argues for a more positive interpretation of the play’s resolution, 
suggesting that the La Nuche/Willmore match opens up space for “an alternative model of 
femininity free from sexual repression, self-restraint, and oppressive patriarchal law” that is in 
direct opposition to Whig sexual ideology and is grounded in the visceral female body.195 
Likewise, Hutner reads the Jewesses’ success in marrying Shift and Hunt, Willmore’s sidekicks, 
as offering additional models of alternative femininity. Although the Jewesses initially appear to 
seek remedies for their physical deformity through a mountebank’s curative bath, such a cure is 
impossible—the fact of which the Jewesses later prove to be already aware. Because the 
Jewesses marry heroes without having to face the baths of physical reformation—as their 
counterparts unsuccessfully do in Thomas Killigrew’s Thomaso—their bodies thus serve as “a 
celebration, reminiscent of a lost golden age when the body and nature were alive, 
interconnected, and free from repression.”196 Here, Behn overturns the common assumption that 
female bodies exhibit a natural deformity, that femininity itself is, as Felicity Nussbaum 
suggests, “deformed or monstrous by definition.”197 By celebrating the successes of doubly 
deformed women, women who should be both physically and socially unacceptable, Behn offers 
an alternative reading of both the female body and of femininity more broadly speaking. 
While both Thompson and Hutner offer compelling readings of the Jewesses’ success in 
terms of gender politics, they do not address the other successfully evaded conversion—that 
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from Judaism to Christianity. Although Hutner notes that the use of the term “reformation” with 
regard to the physical normalizing conversion of the Jewesses’ bodies evokes images of the 
Inquisition, she argues that Behn avoids directly contesting anti-Semitic characterizations of the 
Jewesses and instead ties the repression of religion back to the Puritan and Whig repression of 
sexuality.198 While Behn’s contestation is indeed subtle, Hutner’s explanation downplays too 
much the significance of the Jewesses’ success in avoiding both physical and, more importantly, 
religious “reformation.” When Hutner identifies the Jewesses’ religion as a device that does little 
more than add another layer of otherness to otherwise already othered characters, she elides the 
work that Behn does in writing the characters of the Jewesses as strong-willed, successful 
heroines who win the heroes without relinquishing their religious beliefs or hiding characteristics 
that mark them as other.  
Both parts of The Rover are adaptations of Thomas Killigrew’s Thomaso; however, in 
Killigrew’s version of the play the Jewesses are part of a minor side-plot and never appear on 
stage. At the end, they are destroyed in their attempted physical reformation: the dwarf is boiled 
away while the giant is driven insane by the “curative” baths. Behn treats the Jewesses with 
much more sympathy than Killigrew and expands their roles significantly. While in the original 
version their attempt to fit into their physically beautiful and Christian surroundings fails, Behn’s 
“monsters” are rewarded with entry into a world that in reality would more than likely have 
remained closed to them. Although some wealthy Jews had connections at court, the majority of 
Jews fell firmly into the merchant class. While their money and commerce were welcomed, Jews 
themselves were often greeted as an intrusion into English culture and society.199 As I have 
discussed in both chapters one and two, while the debate over toleration raged in philosophical 
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and legal circles, the physical presence of actual Jews forced English citizens to confront and 
sometimes reinforce stereotypes that had thrived during the Jews’ absence from England.  
In many ways, the Jewesses’ actions may seem like the comic antics of Others: they 
appear to buy into Willmore’s mountebank performance and believe that his reformative bath 
will transform them into average size women, the same way the Blunt and Fetherfool buy into 
the idea of both the baths and the mountebank’s elixir. Initially, the Jewesses are “resolved to 
try” the “business of their Reformation” in the hopes of catching husbands (1.1.202, 200). 
Significantly, though, Blunt and Fetherfool’s idiocy is performed onstage. In contrast, although 
the Jewesses claim to have heard about the baths, the play does not include a scene in which the 
ladies receive the information—the Jewesses are never made fools of onstage. Furthermore, it 
becomes apparent in act three that the Jewesses are, in fact, colluding with Willmore, Shift, and 
Hunt the entire time. As the Giant challenges Fetherfool’s intentions in marrying her for her 
money, Shift, in his disguise as Harlequin, says to her in an aside, “Dissemble, or you betray 
your love for us,” indicating that not only are they in on the deceit, but that they judge Blunt and 
Fetherfool’s hypocrisy to be insupportable in the same way that Willmore, Shift, and Hunt do 
(3.1.81).  
The Jewesses' collusion with and marriage to cavalier heroes at the end of the play 
elevates them from simple comic relief to heroic allies and demonstrates their viability as 
legitimate matches for the cavaliers. In contrast, if they were to marry Blunt and Fetherfool, the 
Jewesses would have to convert in order to fulfill the role of obedient wives, a point Blunt and 
Featherfool raise repeatedly, and which I discuss in more detail below. This is indeed a salute to 
other forms of womanhood, but in particular, it is an acknowledgment of Jewish womanhood's 
ability to assimilate without sacrificing distinctiveness. The Jewish monster plot levies an 
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implied criticism of Jews' marginal position in English society and makes a case for the necessity 
of toleration. Through their successful collusion with the Royalist heroes, the Jewish monsters 
act as an illustration of the benefit to welcoming Jews openly into English society as well as to 
the Tory cause.  
The Jewesses’ most distinctive feature is not their religion, but their physicality. Their 
Jewishness incites little commentary other than standard anti-Semitic epithets, and even those are 
few and far between, while their size elicits both wonder and fear: 
Fetherfool: Whe Lieutenant Shift here, tells us of two Monsters arriv’d  
from Mexico, Jews of vast fortunes, with an old Jew Uncle their Guardian;  
… 
Willmore: Ha, ha, ha, Monsters. 
Beaumond: He tells you truth Willmore. 
Blunt: But harkye, Lieutenant, are you sure they are not married [?] 
Beaumond: Marry’d, who the Devil would venture on such formidable  
 Ladies [?] 
Fetherfool: How, venture on ‘em, by the Lord, Harry, and that would I  
 though I’m a Justice o’th’Peace, and they be Jews, (which to a  
 Christian is a thousand reasons). 
… 
Beaumond: I admire your courage, Sir, but one of them is so little, and so  
 deform’d, ‘tis thought she is not capable of Marriage; and the  
 other is so huge an overgrown Gyant, no man dares venture on  
 her. 
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Willmore: Prithee let’s go see ‘em; what do they pay for going in? 
Fetherfool: Pay—I’de have you know they are Monsters of Quality.  
(1.1.169-88) 
Willmore’s disbelief and excitement stem not from the fact that the women are Jews, but rather 
that they are Monsters. Although they are Jews, they are also “Ladies” and “Monsters of 
Quality.” The importance of their physical appearance overrides that of their religion, putting 
their marriageability on par with Christian women. They are not freaks to be viewed in a show, 
but rather they are women of wealth and honor. Felicity Nussbaum has suggested that physical 
deformity in female literary characters manifests the eighteenth-century construction of 
femininity as naturally deformed, and argues that Behn’s amatory fiction challenges such a 
construction by depicting disability and empowerment as mutually constitutive.200 Nussbaum 
does not specifically refer to The Second Part of the Rover; instead, she offers readings of The 
Dumb Virgin: or, The Force of Imagination, about a mute woman and her deformed sister, and 
The Unfortunate Bride: or, The Blind Lady a Beauty. In both novellas, the women's handicaps 
provide them with additional talents, strength of character, and wisdom. Nussbaum argues that 
Behn's characters both challenge and criticize the position of women in seventeenth-century 
culture. That seems to be the case with the Jewesses in The Second Part, but given the 
pervasiveness of anti-Semitism in the seventeenth century, it is particularly striking that the 
Jewesses’ religion acts as less of a barrier to their marriage and successful integration into 
society than does their physicality. In the above exchange, for example, Fetherfool suggests that 
their Jewishness makes them more attractive to a Christian interested in converting them, while 
Beaumond suggests that their respective sizes either make marriage (i.e. sex) impossible, or at 
the very least, intimidating.  
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By extending Nussbaum’s reading of the use of deformity to describe the essential 
differences between men and women to include differences in religion, the Jewesses’ deformities 
become legible as an extension of their Jewishness. Many stereotypes about Jews include 
physical features that supposedly set them apart from Christians, including excessively large 
noses and darker skin; these physical characteristics take on the attributes both of racial and 
moral difference or even degeneracy. Behn metonymizes religion by exaggerating the supposed 
physical differences between Jews and Christians to the point where the Jewesses' deformities 
become the dominant marker of their difference. Although their guardian is continually referred 
to as a Jew, the Jewesses are more often than not referred to as "Ladies" or "Monsters." 
Rather than hiding their identities, the Jewesses literally manifest them through their 
appearance. Until their readmission to England by Oliver Cromwell in 1655, physiognomy was 
rarely used as means of identifying Jews.201 The position of Jews as both an ethnic and a 
religious group always has been somewhat fluid, but prior to the early modern period, most 
stereotypes regarding Jewish features developed out of the belief that Jews carried a stigma or 
mark because of their refusal to recognize Jesus as the savior, rather than because of essential, 
biological differences. However, the two forms of difference overlap, especially in stereotypes 
relating to skin tone. As Jonathan Schorsch has argued, the seventeenth century saw the 
development of the concept of whiteness, and Jews actively sought to define themselves as white 
rather than black. By defining themselves against Africans, as well as by adopting the culture, 
dress, and language of their host countries, Jews made themselves nearly indistinguishable from 
other Europeans. The development of physical stereotypes came in the face of the widely held 
fear that Jews could not be recognized by their outward appearance.202 For Killigrew, Jews were 
“naturally” monsters, but Behn seems comically to subvert this view by making her monsters 
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distinguishable from Christian women only by virtue of their physical deformity. In contrast to 
assimilated Jews, the Jewesses’ physical deformities mark them as permanently different both to 
the characters within the play as well as to the members of the audience. The character was likely 
played by a very tall woman or a woman seated on someone’s shoulders. The visual 
representation of the giant, unusual for the time, forces the audience to confront the Jewesses’ 
difference; therefore, their success flies in the face of both theatrical and social convention.203  
The Jewesses succeed because of their deformities rather than despite them. They are 
uniquely positioned to expose Blunt and Fetherfool's hypocrisy in terms of their pretense to 
support the Stuart cause, as well as their resistance to toleration. Blunt and Fetherfool make no 
attempt to hide from either their friends or from the Jewesses themselves their distaste for non-
normativity. Fetherfool fears even to meet the giant. He exclaims upon seeing her for the first 
time: "Ah Ned, my Monster is as big as the Whore of Babylon…Oh Lord! She’s as Tall as the St. 
Christopher in Notre dam at Paris, and the little one looks like the Christo upon his shoulders—I 
shall ne’re be able to stand the first brunt” (3.1.13-17). Blunt’s language draws a connection 
between Jews and the pro-Catholic Stuarts, positioning them both as groups unfairly persecuted 
by intolerant and xenophobic Whigs. More subtly, this conflation of anti-Jewish and anti-
Catholic rhetoric echoes the plight of Converso Jews who maintained both Catholic and Jewish 
identities, and who may not have been welcomed by the kind of bigoted Protestants that Blunt 
and Fetherfool represent. Rather, if the Jewesses expect to marry Blunt and Fetherfool, they must 
renounce all aspects of their former identities by going through both a physical and a religious 
reformation.  
Fetherfool makes clear his dual intention in marrying the Jewesses to gain their fortune 
and convert them when he responds to Beaumond’s inquiry “who the Devil would venture on 
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such formidable Ladies?” by answering that their Jewishness is “to a Christian is a thousand 
reasons” (1.1.178-181). Fetherfool’s claim is in complete opposition to his later address to the 
giant where he asserts:  
Nay, as for that, Madam, we are English, a nation, I thank God, that stands as little upon 
Religion as any Nation under the Sun, unless it be in contradiction; and at this time, have 
so many amongst us, a man knows not which to turn his hand to—neither will I stand 
with your hugeness for a small matter of faith or so—Religion shall break no squares 
(3.1.98-103). 
These lines particularly illustrate the complexities of the toleration debate in England, especially 
given that it comes from one of the play’s ‘villains.’ England’s religious identity in the 
seventeenth-century was fractured, and could perhaps only be defined by the chaos of 
“contradiction”—even so, England’s national identity was invested in Protestantism, and for all 
that the idea of toleration was attractive on philosophical and practical levels, putting into 
practice was an uphill battle.204 For Blunt and Fetherfool, "Religion shall break no squares" only 
to the point that it gets them what they want or need. This is the same rationale for many 
supporters of Jewish immigration, whose ultimate goal was not toleration, but conversion.  
One of the popular arguments in favor of allowing Jews to return to England was the 
opportunity to convert them, and thus hasten the Second Coming, which would prompt the Jews 
to convert en masse.205 Blunt and Fetherfool openly discuss their desire to convert the women 
with Willmore, who, in his role as a mountebank, offers Blunt and Fetherfool the opportunity to 
gain the Jewesses' fortunes as well as two new souls for the Christian faith. Disguised as a 
mountebank, Willmore encourages Blunt and Fetherfool to imagine the ladies reformed with a 
different "Age, Shape and Complexion," all the while knowing full well that it will never happen 
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(3.1.122-123). Later, Willmore reaffirms that the change in physicality will result in a change of 
religion as he urges the men to think also of new names for the Ladies: "think of your Mistresses 
Names and Ages" (3.1.180). It was quite common upon conversion for Jews to change their 
names to reflect their new Christian identities. In this scene, Blunt and Fetherfool again display 
the extent of their hypocrisy, since they are more concerned with remaking the women on the 
outside than they are with the women's spiritual salvation. In this the play does little to 
distinguish between a real desire to ‘save' the Jewesses' souls and the misogynistic, self-righteous 
desire to control the Jewesses in all aspects: religiously, physically, and especially, financially. 
Fetherfool and Blunt make a habit of pointing out the Jewesses’ deformity every chance 
they get. When addressing the women directly, they use terms and language that smack of 
sarcasm and insincerity. Blunt over-flatters when he calls attention to the dwarf’s size by 
addressing her as “my little diminitive Mistriss, my small Epitomie of Woman-kind” (3.1.53-54). 
Rather than complimenting her, this address simply accentuates her otherness. Likewise, 
Fetherfool is insincere in his exaggerated use of honorific titles when he speaks to the giant. He 
manages to use one in almost every turn of his conversation, slipping between “your Greatness,” 
“your Mightiness,” “your Highness” and “your Hugeness” (3.1.67,72,76,102). Such phrases 
emphasize Fetherfool’s attempt to place himself in a position of power over the giant by calling 
attention to her physical difference. Additionally, since the giant possesses no such actual titles, 
and in fact, as a Jew, has scant political or social power, the use of such honorifics becomes 
hypocritical, sarcastic and belittling. Blunt and Fetherfool’s insistence that the Jewesses are 
“Monsters of Quality” rather than “Ladies of Quality” does more to signify that if the women 
were not wealthy they would have no chance of finding husbands outside of the Jewish 
community (or even within the Jewish community for that matter). Blunt and Fetherfool, despite 
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their surface level appreciation of what the Jewesses can do for them, place the giant and dwarf 
in a class separate from themselves and other non-Jews/monsters. 
In contrast, when Shift and Hunt refer to the Jewesses’ physical appearance, they do so 
by citing them simply as “Monsters,” which, while drawing attention to their physicality, is 
much more forward and direct and lacks the insincerity of Blunt and Fetherfool’s overblown 
addresses. When it comes time to marry, Shift drops all references to his future wife as a 
monster. His last lines of dialogue in the play mark her transition from monster to woman in his 
eyes: “Death, has this Monster got the Arts of Woman” and confirms that, to him, her status as a 
desirable female overrides her status as a Jew and a “monster” (5.4.373). This is perhaps why 
Shift’s direct addresses to the giant (we do not see Hunt interact with the dwarf) are intimate and 
personal, lacking reference to either physical appearance or religion. He does not speak in terms 
of love—rather he creates a sense of camaraderie by referring to their scheme to make fools of 
Blunt and Fetherfool: “let’s away ere the two fools, Blunt and Fetherfool, arrive” (5.4.365). Shift 
and the giant are a team, collaborating toward a specific and desirable end. This partnership 
offers a forceful endorsement of toleration that stems not only from the practicality of the need 
for the Jewesses’ money, but also, and importantly, from a position of equality and mutual 
respect for complimentary abilities. 
The Jewesses' acceptance into the cavalier fold operates as an idealized depiction of 
toleration, but one that leaves a permanent reminder of religious difference. The Jewesses will 
always be recognizable by both their religious and their physical differences—we could even say 
that the two become one and the same, given that Jewish stereotypes often focused on physical 
markers, however unrealistic. They will always be both a part of and removed from their 
husband's social sphere, both English and distinctly Jewish. Far from serving as a detriment, 
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however, their difference allows them to maintain a sense of self outside of their husbands’ 
social position while their wit and loyalty bring welcome strength to England’s national 
character.  
Behn makes clear the camaraderie between the Jewesses and the royalists not only 
through their marriages, but also through the ways in which the play’s heroes use their 
Jewishness and deformities to their advantage. Anti-Jewish rhetoric claimed that the very 
presence of Jews would corrupt social order because Jews and Christians might intermarry. Behn 
dismisses this fear when Blunt and Fetherfool express concern over the appearance of another 
suitor to the giant. When they see Hunt and another man disguised as a giant, their first response 
is to wonder where he came from: 
Fetherfool: Whe where the Devil could this Monster conceal himself all this while, that 
we should neither see nor hear of him? 
Blunt: Oh—he lay disguis’d; I have heard of an Army that has done so. (3.1.154-156) 
Fetherfool’s comment that the monster remained hidden until he chose to reveal himself and 
Blunt’s response that there is an entire army of such sneaky giants waiting for the right moment 
to commit some unnamed atrocity reveals their own fears regarding their sexual and political 
weakness, rather than reflecting any actual threat by giants or Jews. Blunt’s subsequent comment 
that the male giant must be “Some Heathen Papist by his notable Plots and Contrivances” is 
again a double dig at the anti-Catholic discourse resulting from the Popish plot controversy, 
during which Protestants feared that Catholics were attempting to assassinate the king and install 
a Catholic ruler, as well as the possibility of the male giant’s Marranism. He, too, could be a 
Crypto-Jew posing as a Catholic—although, of course, his size reveals all. That the male giant is 
in fact Hunt, a royalist, adds to the humor of the situation and makes the crucial connection 
 136 
between the visible Jew and Royalist politics. In this scene, the play conflates not only Jew and 
Catholic, but also Jew and Royalist. If Hunt can assume the mantle of Judaism in order to cozen 
the weak-minded Whiggish fools, Jews can then likewise assume the mantle of loyalty to the 
British crown in a productive and useful way. Ironically, while the Jewesses and the royalists use 
deception to a heroic end, deception on the part of Whiggish fools is depicted as hypocritical and 
insupportable.  
Hunt’s ploy contrasts with Blunt and Fetherfool’s attempts to win the Jewesses’ 
affection. While Hunt performs the Jew, Blunt only claims to be Jewish in order to win the 
dwarf’s affection: “I am, I was born a Jew, with an aversion to swine’s flesh” (3.1.105-106). The 
irony behind such a statement is of course that Blunt’s claim stems more from greed than from 
real spiritual conviction—and only a Whiggish hypocrite would claim religious conviction while 
also fearing corruption from a hidden enemy. He is already corrupt without the influence of 
Judaism. Rather than allowing him something to hide behind, Blunt’s claim to be Jewish only 
accentuates his hypocrisy.  
Hunt's assumption of disguise, however, indicates his willingness to associate himself 
with Judaism on a public level. Because the disguise is a visual apparatus that functions within 
the play as well as in front of the audience, the image of Hunt dressed as a giant extends itself 
beyond the immediate plot to become a political statement regarding the necessity of 
accommodating Jews as loyal subjects of the British crown. Willmore's response to Fetherfool's 
concern that the giant might choose the larger suitor over him emphasizes the positive link 
between royalist and Jew while also playing on Fetherfool's own fears: "Oh no, Sir, the 
Inquisition will never let ‘em marry, for fear of a Race of Giants, ‘twill be worse than the 
Invasion of the Moors, or the French” (3.1.178-180). Although digs at the French were legion 
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within English theater and literature, the French had also given refuge to Charles II during his 
exile (when The Second Part of the Rover takes place). The reference to the French, therefore, 
imprints itself onto the Royalist cause while the reference to the moors (another group of people 
in need of salvation) draws comparison to Jews. In the same sentence, Willmore has managed to 
imply that Blunt should fear an invasion from an exoticized other as well as an invasion from an 
enemy much closer to home. Thus, he insinuates that a marriage between a Royalist and a Jew 
could produce powerful results.   
The Giant herself recognizes that she would be a powerful ally. In response to 
Fetherfool's shoddy attempts to court her, she responds that she will "marry none whose Person 
and Courage shall not bear some proportion to [her own]" (3.1.70-71). Calling Fetherfool a 
mouse, she claims that "could [she] but meet [her] Match," she would not change her "Noble 
frame," but rather would "keep up the first Race of Man intire" (3.1.83-84). The implication, as 
Hutner points out, is that if Hunt can reform himself into a giant (as he does in part when he 
impersonates one) then he will be an appropriate match for the Giant (113). Furthermore, the 
giant also implies that as her match, Hunt will help her to "keep up the first Race of Man intire," 
that is to say, not only will Hunt's sexual desire match the Giant's own hyper-sexuality, but that 
by not requiring her to convert, he allows her and their potential children to maintain a Jewish 
identity, or, at the very least, ties to the Jewish community. 
Willmore’s comment to Fetherfool foreshadows his own threat to La Nuche in the next 
scene, where he claims he also wishes to court and marry the giant in order to produce his own 
race of giants: 
La Nuche: Whe marrying of a Monster, and an ugly Monster. 
… 
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Willmore: … and if it be not better to be Master of a Monster than Slave  
 to a damn’d Commonwealth… 
La Nuche: So, you intend to Bed her? 
Willmore: Yes, faith, and beget a Race of Heroes, the Mothers Form with  
 all the Fathers Qualities.    (3.1.306-364). 
Willmore articulates the very benefit that Hunt embodies during his masquerade: loyalty to the 
Royalist cause within the Jewish faith. Aside from the obvious interpretation, the phrase 
"Mother's Form" possibly alludes to the fact that Judaism passes through a maternal line—any 
child of a Jewish woman is considered Jewish. If Willmore, Shift, or Hunt were to have children 
with a Jewish woman, the children would be Jewish, while also possessing the sexual power of a 
royalist male.  
As the play’s rake-hero, Willmore possesses the most sexual power, but even he 
recognizes that aligning himself with the Jewesses would add to his strength and ability to 
combat the “damn’d Commonwealth.”Even so, Willmore’s threat stems more from a desire to 
tease La Nuche than from an actual interest in marrying the Jewesses. Because Behn’s primary 
political satire takes place on sexual, rather than racial or religious terms, it makes sense for the 
hero to attach himself to the most sexualized woman in the play: La Nuche. However, to allow 
Willmore to express any sort of interest in more than one woman, especially a woman such as 
the giant, who visibly falls outside the realm of propriety, strengthens his rakish image. 
Additionally, by placing words of desire for the Jewesses in the mouth of her hero, Behn 
concretizes the relationship between good, Royalist hero, and unconverted and unapologetic 
Jewish female. If the hero desires the Jewesses, then they should be desirable to everyone else 
who maintains the same ideology. In this way, the triangulation of sexual power with royalist 
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politics and Jewish identity and wealth against the commonwealth mimics the kinds of 
arguments advanced for toleration: Jews are both economically and politically useful allies. 
 
Behn, Toleration, and Radical Skepticism 
Behn combines her interest in Jewish assimilability with skeptical methodology in 
Oroonoko to highlight the differences between toleration in theory and in practice. To understand 
Behn’s engagement with the radical philosophies of the later Restoration, we must first shift our 
focus from Behn as a woman author to Behn as a philosopher and theorist. Behn adopts a 
libertine ethos in much of her work. Libertinism, as a serious philosophy had less to debauched 
drinking and sex than it did with undermining established social conventions, especially the 
established orthodoxies of organized religion.206 Libertinism sought to undermine social 
structures by encouraging individual, rational thought, and skepticism of higher order 
explanation. This rational thought, however, was grounded in the physical body, the senses, and 
human instinct. Behn’s position as a woman placed her at odds with arguments in favor of sexual 
liberty because men enjoyed far more privilege to indulge their desires than women, for whom 
the loss of honor could mean hardship and even death. Thus, her endorsement of libertine 
philosophy often comes tinged with the sense that its adherents—especially women—will never 
achieve the freedom from oppressive ideologies that they seek. All the same, Behn explored the 
intellectual possibilities that libertinism afforded her, especially in her later translations of 
heterodox scientific and historiographical treatises.  
 Late in her career, Behn began translating French works into English in order to bring in 
the income she lost after the London theaters were consolidated. Behn’s choice to translate two 
radical philosophical texts—Entretiens sur la pluralité de mondes and L’histoire des oracles—
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The Discovery of New Worlds and The History of Oracles and the Cheats of the Pagan Priests—
by the French philosopher and atheist Bernard le Bouvier de Fontenelle demonstrate her interest 
and dedication to the intellectual debates of the Restoration and late eighteenth century. The 
Discovery of News Worlds provides a defense of Copernicanism and contains an original 
prefatory “Essay on Translated Prose” written by Behn, while The History of Oracles reimagines 
the history of the origins of Christianity and the fall of the pagan oracles outside of the 
mythology of the Church.207 All of the texts, including Behn's "Essay," which is less about 
translation than it is about skeptical philosophy, take as their premise the idea that miracles are a 
useful fraud designed to shore up religious authority. When examined in the light of reason, 
science, and proper historiographical methodology, miracles can easily be explained by natural 
and profane means. This claim that miracles were not divine had been around for years, being 
endorsed by other radicals like Spinoza, whose Tractatus Theologio-Politicus, perhaps one of the 
most heretical and controversial texts of the seventeenth century, uses the claim to establish the 
material means by which the ancient Jewish State formed a theocratical government. In fact, 
Behn’s “Essay” tackles some of the same miracles that Spinoza does, particularly the story of 
Joshua commanding the sun to stand still in Joshua 10.12-14.  
As Behn explains it, Joshua commands both the moon and the sun to stand still in order 
for the Israelites to have more light to battle their enemies. She questions why, if all Joshua 
needed was more light, God found it necessary to stop the moon as well as the sun. At stake here 
is the battle between the Ptolemaic system of the universe, in which the motions of the planets 
and stars are not dependent upon one another, and the Copernican system, in which they are. As 
Behn suggests, 
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Both Systems agree that the Moon is the nearest Planets to the Earth, and subservient to 
it, to enlighten it, during the Night, in Absence of the Sun. Besides this, the Moon has 
other strange Effects, not only on the Earth itself, but upon all the living Creatures that 
inhabit it; many of them are invisible, and as yet unknown to Mankind; some of them are 
most apparent; and above all, her wonderful Influence over the ebbing and flowing of the 
Sea, at such regular Times and Seasons, if not interrupted by the Accident of some Storm, 
or great Wind. We know of no Relation or Corresponding between the Sun and the 
Moon, unless it be what is common with all the rest of the Planets, that the Moon 
receives her Light from the Sun, which she restores again by Reflection. If the Sun did 
move, according to the System of Ptolemy, where was the necessity of the Moon's 
standing still? For if the Moon had gone on her Course, where was the Loss or Disorder 
in Nature? (a6v-a6r). 
Here, Behn demonstrates a keen understanding of the science behind the Copernican system, and 
offers a reasoned explanation for why the evidence is “as strong for the System of Copernicus, as 
for that of Ptolemy” (a7r) Ultimately, though, Behn suggests that neither system offers a 
satisfactory explanation for whether or not God actually halted the sun and the moon. Instead, 
she argues that the bible is not a credible source of scientific or even historical truths:  
I think it is the Duty of all good Christians to acquiesce in the Opinion and Decrees of the 
Church of Christ, in whom dwells the Spirit of God, which enlightens us to Matters of 
Religion and Faith; and as to other things contained in the Holy Scriptures relating to 
Astronomy, Geometry, Chronology, or other liberal Sciences, we leave those Points to the 
Opinion of the Learned, who by comparing the several Copies, Translations, Versions, 
and Editions of the Bible, are best able to reconcile any apparent Differences; and this 
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with all Submission to the Canons of General Councils, and Decrees of the Church. For 
the School-men agitate and delate many things of a higher Nature, than the standing still, 
or the Motion of the Sun or the Earth (a8r) 
Behn argues that in reality, the bible is a document of faith rather than fact, and to believe 
otherwise only gets in the way of productive study. In this, she echoes Spinoza, whose base-level 
claim in the Tractatus is that the bible is a material history of the Jews, and which is subject to 
the politics and world-view of the time in which it was written, as well as to the mistranslations 
and misinterpretations that have occurred over the centuries. The issues of interpretation, 
translation, and the dissemination of knowledge are a primary concern for Behn, for they are the 
basis by which to call into question the veracity of the bible. Behn draws a clear distinction 
between the place of religion and the place of science in the world: “with all due Reverence and 
Respect to the Word of God, I hope I may be allowed to say, that the design of the Bible was not 
to instruct Mankind in Astronomy, Geometry, or Chronology, but in the Law of God, to leas us to 
eternal life” (a2r). In doing so, she advocates a radically skeptical view of knowledge and 
history, one that leaves “truth” open to interpretation: “I intend no Reflection on Religion by this 
Essay; which being no Matter of Faith, is free for every one to believe, or not believe, as they 
please” (a8r).  
And yet, even as she advocates for the ability of the average person to believe as they 
will, Behn is highly conscious of the power dynamics inherent in both the recording of 
knowledge and of the translation of the written word. She says of the differences between French 
and English: “And I do not say this so much, to condemn the French, as to praise our own 
Mother-Tongue, for what we think a Deformity, they may think a Perfection; as the Negroes of 
Guinney think us as ugly, as we think them” (A7r). In this Behn reveals both a cosmopolitan 
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impulse, as well as a recognition that interpretation plays a key role in both the construction and 
transmission of knowledge. Behn at once acknowledges the necessity of translation but also the 
ethical difficulties such necessity presents: “We live in an Age, wherein many believe nothing 
contained in that holy Book, others turn it into Ridicule: Some use it only for Mischief, and as a 
Foundation and Ground for Rebellion: Some keep close to the Literal Sense, and others give the 
Word of God only that Meaning and Sense that pleases their own Humours, or suits best their 
present Purpose and Interest” (a8v). The average person, although entitled to believe as he or she 
would, is too easily swayed by those who distort the bible to their own ends.  
If language obscures truth then those who translate it have the ultimate control over what 
can be said to constitute the truth. Rather than understand Behn's translations as a literal 
adherence to the meaning, spirit and tone of the original text, which recent criticism has clearly 
shown it is not, it is more useful to understand Behn's work here as a form of rewriting in the 
way that translation theorist André Lefevere discusses in his seminal study Translation, 
Rewriting and the manipulation of Literary Fame.208 Lefevere discusses the ideological and 
cultural contexts in which a translator, either by their own impetus or at the behest of others in 
power, exercises control over the reception and consumption of the original text by manipulating 
and rewriting it to fit the ideological goals of the translator. As Lefevere goes on to argue, “the 
same basic process of rewriting is at work in translation, historiography, anthologization, 
criticism, and editing.”209 Behn exercises this controlling impulse in her own translations, as we 
can see with her translations of Fontenelle, wherein both texts she deliberately rewrites to convey 
a stronger and less conjectural tone.210 This rewriting may be part of a strategy to distance herself 
from some of Fontenelle's most heretical claims, as Line Cottegnies suggests, but, it is also, as 
both Cottegnies and Sarah Ellenzweig contend, an ironic and parodic way to assert the 
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ridiculousness of too credulous belief.211 In this way, Behn employs her own form of control 
over the dissemination of knowledge and reveals her own political agenda, which advocates not 
only the acceptance of the occasional conformity exercised by many nominal Anglicans, but a 
true Liberty of Conscience and toleration.212  
The desire for a Liberty of Conscience is perhaps most clearly conveyed in the consistent 
references to the fraud imposed on the public by those with the power to interpret. We see this 
when Behn argues that the bible has been used for mischievous and political ends in her “Essay 
on Translated Prose. We see this same frustration in Behn’s translation of Fontenelle’s History of 
Oracles, which is in many ways more heretical than either Behn’s “Essay” or The Discovery of 
New Worlds because it offers an outright attack on the nature of pagan miracles, and suggests by 
association that Christian miracles are a similar fraud. Fontanelle’s L’Histoire des Oracles was 
itself a revision of the Dutch Mennonite preacher’s Latin dissertation, De Oraculis Veterum 
Ethnicorum Dissertationes (1683), which attacked pagan superstitions as the work of the devil. 
When Fontanelle adapted the text, he shortened it and revised it to more directly attack the 
influence of oracles and superstition on the development of Christianity. Fontanelle’s work was 
immediately recognized for its powerful heterodoxy and incited controversy in France. Thus, 
when Behn chose to translate the text, she was very consciously choosing to attach herself to a 
text and a man whose ideas were perceived as dangerous by the Catholic Church, and praised 
only by the bravest of early Enlightenment French philosophers.213  
Behn did exercise caution in publishing her translation. Her name originally was left off 
of the title page. Cottegnies suggests that the lack of an authorial presence may have been a 
marketing ploy to draw readers to what was obviously a scandalous text.214 But, her initials 
appeared following the dedication to the Lord Chancellor, so her authorship was never really in 
 145 
doubt. At the same time, Fontenelle’s name also did not appear on the original title page, so 
because Behn’s initials appear on the dedication, her authorial person became the only one 
visibly associated with the text. Whereas Behn’s persona as translator in The Discovery of New 
Worlds offers her some critical distance from Fontenelle’s ideas, The History of Oracles and 
Cheats of the Pagan Priests creates the impression that it is only Behn’s work and serves as an 
implied endorsement of Fontenelle’s original. Although ostensibly unmasking the frauds of 
ancient pagan priests, it was generally known that Fontenelle’s text was an implicit attack on the 
Catholic clergy; Behn’s translation imagines an English setting for this attack and these supposed 
ancient “priests.” This setting allows her work to serve as a covert condemnation not only of 
English Catholics, but also Anglicans and other intolerant sects within Britain. Her dedication to 
the Lord Chancellor Lord Jeffreys signaled the political tenor of her work; Lord Jeffreys was a 
notably harsh prosecutor of captured Protestant rebels following Monmouth’s rebellion, and 
Behn’s dedication reads as an ironically critical call for toleration.215 
The History of Oracles is as much a meditation on the nature of historical writing and 
historical knowledge as it is a reassessment of the triumphs of early Christianity over paganism. 
In it, she argues that the received Christian narrative of God silencing the demonic, pagan oracles 
with the death of Christ is an expedient, but wholly implausible, myth developed in the early 
days of Christianity as a way to shore up its defenses against lingering allegiance to pagan Greek 
and Roman gods and oracles. While pagan priests used oracles as a deceptive way to manage 
politics and culture, early Christians problematically substituted their own false narrative about 
priests and oracles in their place.  
At the heart of Behn’s argument lies the claim that history has too often been the refuge 
of myth, superstition and propaganda, and that these untruths have served to oppress honest 
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inquiry into the past and undermine the credibility of all of all religion, but especially of 
Christianity. Christianity has always, Behn argues, been subject to the influence of the 
“Inconsiderate zeal” of those who, out of a desire to protect the superiority of their religion, 
introduce falsehoods designed to place it in the most favorable light (24).216 The longer these lies 
have been in effect the harder they become to undo, because that same “Inconsiderate zeal” 
encourages the faithful to accept the easiest and most attractive solution: “For they seldom 
examine strictly enough that which seems favourable to Religion; the heat with which they 
contest for so good a Cause, not giving them the leisure to make a good Choice of their 
Weapons” (26, emphasis mine). Here, Behn makes an interesting change to Fontenelle’s text, 
which reads: “Ils n’ont pas toujours examiné d’assez près ce qui leur semblait favorable à la 
religion ; l’ardeur avec laquelle ils combattaient pour une si bonne cause ne leur laissait pas 
toujours la liberté de choisir assez bien leurs armes” (emphasis mine).217 By substituting the 
word “leisure” for “liberty” or “freedom,” Behn suggests that religion exerts a sort of pressure 
that does not give its adherents time to think, rather than not giving them the freedom, or ability, 
to think for themselves. In this, then, she grants believers more agency than does Fontanelle, 
which allows her to emphasize the idea that the faithful ought to take the time to be critical.  
For Behn, lies become entrenched because of this lack of critical thought, and 
distinguishing between the mythology and the reality becomes extraordinarily difficult: 
“Nevertheless these prejudices that are in the true Religion are, as I may say, so closely 
interwoven with it, that they have drawn that respect to themselves which is only due to the true 
Religion; and we dare not find fault with the one for fear of attacking at the same time something 
that is holy in the Other” (3-4). The very hint of heresy stops the majority from questioning the 
veracity of even the most outlandish tales, even if reasonable inquiry could easily reveal their 
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falseness. Here again, Behn makes a subtle change to Fontelle's argument by drawing a stronger 
distinction between suspicion and truth. Fontanelle's text reads: "Cependant ces préjugés, qui 
entrent dans la vraie religion, trouvent, pour ainsi dire, le moyen de se faire confondre avec elle, 
et de s'attirer un respect qui n'est dû qu'à elle seule. On n'ose les attaquer, de peur d'attaquer 
quelque chose de sacré" (4). Fontenelle suggests that prejudices enter religion and become easily 
confused with the truth, and so cannot be attacked for fear of being unable to distinguish the 
sacred from superstition. Behn, on the other hand, suggests not confusion, but weaving two 
distinct ideas that cannot then be separated lest the whole cloth be unraveled. While this 
metaphor depicts sacred and profane ideas as being difficult to distinguish in the sense that they 
combine to create a whole, they can still be separated into weft and warp, which, not 
unironically, run in different directions. In this way, Behn suggests that the same kinds of reading 
practices that allow skeptics to glean a hidden meaning from a text—in other words, reading 
against the grain—would be best adopted as a standard practice for adherents to religion. 
Fontanelle actually uses a similar metaphor two sentences later: “et qu'il ne soit plus 
raisonnable de démêler l'erreur d'avec la vérité, que de respecter l'erreur mêlée avec la vérité" 
(4). Whereas Behn uses the comparison to establish the process by which truth and myth come 
together to form a whole, and so implies the ability to unravel, Fontanelle emphasizes solely the 
process of unraveling. In prefacing the metaphor with the claim that the sacred and the 
superstitious are easily confused with one another, he suggests a sort of knot that needs to be 
carefully picked apart rather than a cloth that would be destroyed during the process of 
unraveling. Behn chooses not to continue the weaving metaphor in her translation of this line, 
instead writing: "It is more reasonable to remove error from truth, than to venerate error because 
it is mix'd with truth" (4). Behn's construction carries a sharper edge than Fontanelle's because it 
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allows her to subtly carry through the weaving metaphor. The only way to remove error from a 
woven cloth would be to unravel it entirely, and Behn has made clear the consequences of such 
an effort. She also uses the word “venerate” rather than “respect” to describe the failure to 
separate truth from fiction. The difference is a matter of degree, but when combined with Behn’s 
harsh critique of contemporary authors, which I discuss below, it is profound.  
Even as she condemns the veneration of superstition, Behn treads carefully in 
establishing the framework she will use to criticize the inaccuracies contained in the 
historiography of early Christianity, always prefacing or following claims like those above with a 
denial of heretical intent: “I confess that prejudices are not in themselves common to a true as 
well as a false Religion; for they Reign chiefly in the false, which is only the contrivance of 
humane Wit; but in the true (which is the production of God alone,) there wou'd none be ever 
found, if humane Wit cou'd be prevented from Intermedling and mixing something of its own 
with it; for all its new inventions are but prejudices without ground, and it is not able to add any 
thing real or solid to the great work of God” (3-4). This kind of tiptoeing is typical of skeptical 
texts in the seventeenth century, which are usually cautious about denying outright the veracity 
of the bible, the trinity, and other fundamental “truths” of Christian doctrine. But most assertions 
of innocence almost always have a double meaning, as we can see in Behn’s repeated references 
to “humane Wit.” Fontanelle uses the term “l’esprit humain,” which refers similarly to liveliness 
of mind, and likely held a similar meaning in French skeptic circles. In an English context, “wit” 
was a quality highly regarded by radical and libertine philosophers and writers like Behn and 
Rochester, who used as a form of mocking skepticism. However, the term itself has a double 
meaning: it also refers to human invention. In this way, it is impossible not read the term as also 
signaling mockery of that invention. False religion may very well be the product of human 
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invention, but the implication in this statement (the sentiment of which is the same in both 
versions) is that so much wit has made its way into Christianity that it too is little more than 
“humane Wit.” 
While Behn distinguishes more clearly between people’s ability to detect truth from 
falsehood, her analysis of the impact of lies on Christian history remains more or less faithful to 
Fontenelle’s. Christian untruths are especially egregious, Behn suggests, because early Christian 
history is marred by obvious hypocrisy, such as when Christians insisted upon the demonic 
nature of pagan prophesy even as they argued that the priests who helped to deliver them were 
nothing more than scam artists (78). In part, early Christianity engaged in this type of 
disinformation because its existence was threatened by the power of anti-Christian government 
persecution and it saw mythmaking as a way to fight back. Behn offers the pagans some leeway 
in their beliefs because, she says, they “lived in an ignorant Age, when the liberty of writing 
Fables was joined with the General inclination of the Greeks towards 'em” (32). Ancient 
historiographical practices placed far less emphasis on an accurate representation of events, and 
more on the art of telling the tale. Early Christians themselves could also be seen to be a product 
of their time, not necessarily aware of the damage they may be doing to future generations. Even 
so, their actions have resulted in a heinous imposition on their descendants who continue to be 
imposed on and deceived “every day” (2). This notion of daily imposition is Behn’s own, and 
evidences a passionate frustration with the continued dominance of Christian mythology in a 
period where it no longer serves as a method of self-preservation, and instead serves as form of 
oppression.  
Behn’s supposition that contemporary Christians continue to be oppressed by the lies and 
hypocrisy that have been built into the Christian narrative provides the foundation for her 
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insistence that contemporary critical thinkers must take responsibility for differentiating truth 
from lies from no longer venerat[ing] error because it is mix’d with truth.” Behn strongly 
condemns modern authors who believe that history ought to exciting and “glorious,” deliberately 
conflate disparate historical records to be both more entertaining, and more in line with the 
political goals of the Church:  
Some [Note: Melancthon. P. Peucer. Boissard Hospin.] Modern Authors, who thought 
Oracles worthy of a Glorious End, since they made so great a Noise in the World, have 
contrived one very fit, to give them a Reputation. They found in Sozomenus and 
Theodoretus, that in the time of Iulian, the Temple of Apollo, which was in the Suburbs 
of Antioch, called Daphne, was set on Fire, no Body being able to discover the Author, or 
Cause of it; but the Pagans accused the Christians of this Conflagration, and the 
Christians attributed it to Thunder and Lightning thrown by the Hand of God. 
Theodoretus indeed says, that the Lightning fell upon this Temple, but Sozomenus says 
nothing at all of it. Now these Modern Authors had a Mind to transplant this Accident to 
the Temple of Delphos, which was indeed far distant from thence. And so they write, that 
by the just Vengeance of God, it was destroyed by Lightning, accompanied with a mighty 
Earth-quake. But there is no mention made of this great trembling of the Earth, neither by 
Sozomenus, nor Theodoret, in their Relation of the Fire of Daphne; though others added 
it, to keep the Thunder Company, and to heighten the Prodigiousness of the Accident. 
(174-175). 
Behn retains Fontanelle’s note naming specific authors: Philip Melanchthon (1497-1560), who, 
along with Luther, founded Lutheranism; Caspar Peucer (1525-1602), a humanist physician and 
Melanchthon’s student, who, in an intra-sect power struggle, was branded a Crypto-Calvinist; 
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Jean-Jacques Boissard (1528-1602), the Protestant French antiquary and poet; and Rudolf 
Hospinian (1547-1626), a Swiss Reformed (Calvinist) theologian known for his anti-Catholicism 
and his work on biblical chronology. In calling out these Protestant reformers, each of whom in 
their various ways sought to return Christianity to a more "authentic" moment, the text makes 
clear that they are as guilty as the Catholics they accused of being mired in dangerous mysticism. 
Although Fontanelle's text more broadly was an attack on the Catholic Church, he does not 
exclude Protestants from his critique. In Behn's English context, this critique has more teeth than 
in Fontanelle's because even though the Anglican Church was neither Lutheran, nor Calvinist, 
nor Huguenot, it was still Protestant. In this sense, by leaving the note in, Behn levels an overt 
attack on Protestantism, and consequently, even here, on the state religion. 
Behn is not content, however, to simply call out Protestant theologians for hypocrisy. She 
also accuses them of falling prey to the “great…Noise” of the oracles and deciding deliberately 
to exaggerate their importance. Fontanelle, in contrast, merely writes: “Quelques auteurs 
modernes, qui ont trouvé cet oracle digne d’une fin éclatante, lui en ont fait une” (160). 
Similarly, she rewrites the last sentence of the paragraph to drive home her point about Protestant 
revisionist historiography. Fontanelle writes: “Ce tremblement de terre, dont ni Sozomène ni 
Théodoret ne parlent dans l’incendie même de Daphné, a été mis là pour tenir compagnie aux 
foudres et pour honorer l’aventure” (160). Behn adds the interjection, “though others added it,” 
to the comment about the imagined earthquake, to further drive home the identification of the 
named Protestant reformers with biased reporting. She follows up this comment by reiterating 
her accusation that this bad recording comes from a misguided desire to elevate the mundane to 
the sacred. Whereas Fontanelle calls the lightening strike an “adventure,” implying a level of 
boisterous, heart-pounding activity, Behn refers to it as “an accident.” In this, then, not only does 
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she not grant divine power to the storm, she denies it even the standard majesty so often ascribed 
to natural phenomena. Modern authors, Behn suggests, quite simply, ought to know better, ought 
to be more imbued with the spirit of the age, which Behn believes to be rational, than willingly to 
place a higher value on entertainment as a form of ideological mythmaking than on truth.  
Uncovering the truth, however, is difficult, because historical sources are as flawed as 
contemporary sources, “For when we argue from what is said in History, what assurances have 
we that these Historians have never been byassed, nor credulous, nor misinform'd, nor 
negligent?” (24). “Historical Enquiries,” she asserts, are “much more liable” to the tendency to 
misinterpret fact than are other forms of scientific inquiry because of too great a tendency to 
place faith in the ancient accounts, and too great a reverence for a perceived unbreachable 
historical distance (24). The best accounts are disinterested ones, although both Behn and 
Fontanelle recognize the difficulty of assessing disinterest, especially in matters of religious 
history: “But especially when Men write of such matters of Fact, as have a Relation to Religion, 
it is very hard not to savour (according to the party of which they are) a false Religion with those 
advantages that are not due to it; or not to give a true one those false assistances of which it has 
no need” (24-25). This is why, in part, non-biblical texts constitute the majority of sources in The 
History of Oracles and similar texts. They provide valuable context and help to build a larger, 
more complicated picture of the ancient past than Christian narrative allows. Even so, Behn’s 
analysis of these sources indicates that she is neither naïve nor too credulous in her use of the 
sources. Always, she aims to create what she calls a “just medium” between competing narratives 
(4).  
Even so, in her skeptical translations she places so much emphasis on the idea of a pure 
and unadulterated truth, often repeating sentiments such as, “we may be assured that we can 
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never add more truth to what is true already, nor make that true which is false” that her 
veneration of ‘the truth’ ultimately comes to ring somewhat falsely—for truly, the only kind of 
historical truth one can find is the “just medium” that is ultimately a compromise between 
competing facts (25). If this is the case, then fact will always be a matter of fiction, and truth the 
product of “humane Wit.” Behn’s critique of historiography echoes her approach in Oroonoko, 
where she plays upon the very notions of truth, fact, and fiction in an effort to reshape the 
colony’s history and reveal the disconnect between the ideal of toleration and its practice in a 
colonial setting where social divisions are significantly more porous than they are in England.  
 
Jews in the Surinam Colony 
The official historical records of the Surinam colony during its infancy indicate that only 
a small number of Jewish settlers lived in Surinam in the mid-seventeenth century.218 Even so, 
educated guesses put the proportion of Jewish settlers at roughly thirty-three percent of the total 
European population. It is not that the number of Jews was so large, but rather that the total 
number of settlers was so small. Earlier historians dismissed claims made in the Historical Essay 
on the Colony of Surinam—written in part by David de Isaac Cohen Nassy, a descendant of 
David Cohen Nassy, the man who led the largest group of Jewish settlers to the colonies in 
1664—that the Jewish population numbered in the thousands because the Essay offers no 
documentation to back up its claims.219 R. Cohen and L.L.E. Rens have both suggested that the 
Jewish authors of The Historical Essay sought to overestimate the importance of the Jewish 
settlers in an effort build political credibility back in England.220 Even if the Jewish settlement 
contained only a few hundred Jews, the European colonists numbered less than one thousand in 
total, which makes the percentage of Jews fairly high. Putting the measurement at about one 
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third makes sense given the number of references to Jews in the colony’s legal records and other 
documents, such as Robert Sanford’s Surinam Justice (1662), which he wrote to attack Byam’s 
authority as Lieutenant Governor.221  
More recent historiographies have suggested that Jews played a significant, even if 
smaller, role in the life of the colony.222 Jonathan Schorsch cites cases of Jewish slave traders and 
of Jews working as plantation managers on Christian plantations, while Norman Simms argues 
that official records pertain only to authorized Jewish settlement when, in reality, we should 
consider unauthorized settlement by Jews fleeing from the Inquisition in Portuguese-controlled 
Brazil. 223Simms further argues that the official records likely underestimated Jewish 
participation in the colonies: “the numbers of Jews in any colony were usually played down, and 
a few score or a hundred would be noted only reluctantly, neglecting many others who were not 
major traders or plantation owners… [b]y not recording the presence of Jews at all, or 
downplaying their role in the development of the colony, officials often sought to resist appeals 
for special Jewish privileges."224 For example, Jews were granted the rights to work their slaves 
and to visit relatives on Sundays.225 These rights were an expansion of rights granted to Jews by 
Lieutenant Governor Byam in 1665.226 It makes little sense for the Jewish settlers to be granted 
so many legal rights if their presence was so insignificant. 
Adam Sutcliffe argues that it may indeed be impossible to adequately characterize the 
nature of the Jewish Atlantic Diaspora given the fact that the majority of Jews in the Atlantic 
world were only nominally Jewish, and where Jewishness as an ethnic affiliation often held more 
meaning than Jewishness as belief.227 Specifically, the majority of Jews in the Atlantic world, 
and in the Surinam colony were New Christians, or Conversos. Whether or not they continued to 
practice Judaism in secret or gave themselves over to the Christian faith entirely, converted Jews 
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often knew little or nothing about Judaism since they had been forced to hide their religion for 
generations. If a Converso reverted to Judaism when free of the Inquisition, he or she often 
sought to isolate him/herself from secular communities; if he or she permanently adopted a 
Christian identity, he/she knew that the stigma of Judaism would attach itself for generations to 
his/her family. 228 
Because ethnic Jewishness permanently marked Conversos as different from other 
Christians it effectively created a class system within the Church. New Christians often found 
themselves under surveillance for Judaizing, or for “reverting” back to Judaism. Thus, to avoid 
suspicion, New Christians often went to great lengths to hide their Jewish ancestry, usually by 
changing names, starting over in a new location, and sometimes expressing virulent anti-
Jewishness. This is true of both the colonies and their mother countries. Although both England 
and the Netherlands courted exiled Jews during the Inquisition for their knowledge of the 
Spanish and Portuguese governments. Even so, Jews remained persecuted and segregated 
wherever they went—even in countries such as the Netherlands, which granted them expansive 
rights, including the free exercise of religion and the right to attend university Despite these 
Dutch freedoms, Jews were not granted citizenship, could not practice law, and were unable to 
secure professorships because they required a Christian oath. Christian countries could not 
imagine fully incorporating Jews into their world. To do so would force them radically to adjust 
deeply ingrained ideologies about moral and religious superiority. Therefore, it is likely that both 
the openly Jewish community and any New Christians who settled in the Surinam colony kept a 
low profile.  
The majority of references to Jews in the colony’s records appear to refer to either 
requests for rights and privileges or to the non-Jewish Europeans’ dislike of the Jewish presence. 
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For example, Lieutenant Governor Byam intensely disliked Jews, referring to them at one point 
as “his enemies."229 Thomas Quintyn gives this account of Byam in defense of William Sanford, 
whom Byam had charged with treasonous diatribes against Charles II. Quintyn claims that 
Byam, who appears to have taken the deposition,  
hath heard the savior of the world worse than blasphemed, his enemies the Jews crying 
shame at the fact and connivance; and how himself hath laboured the judge (even while 
himself was Governor) to pronounce a remission: giving such publick countenance to the 
blasphemer as his very adorer Usher condemned.230  
Another deponent declares having been told by a Captain Crook that neither Dutch nor Jews 
should be allowed to live in the colony.231 For a group with such small numbers, the Jews had an 
influential enough presence to seem threatening to both government officials and fellow 
colonists. Byam may indeed have disliked the Jews, especially if they pushed him for rights and 
privileges. An ardent royalist, Byam is reported to have taken his authority as representative of 
the crown to extremes, at times becoming almost despotic. For this reason, it is unclear whether 
or not he truly hated Jews, or whether he simply disliked having to grant privileges to any group.  
Officials may have had another reason for downplaying the number of Jews in the 
colony: it may have simply been impossible for the non-Jewish European colonists to imagine 
that Jews could contribute significantly or positively to the colony. The number of Jews may 
have been minimized because if officials acknowledged their presence it would mean 
acknowledging their role within the larger European community. This would be especially 
difficult for the English, for whom Jews had been practically nonexistent for almost four hundred 
years aside from traditional stereotypes based on myth rather than experience. Therefore, the 
non-Jewish colonists, having never seen or dealt with living Jews, may not have had the 
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ideological tools that would allow them to conceive of Jews as other than undesirable. That Jews 
played any significant role in the colony may have been unthinkable; thus, their presence would 
not have been noteworthy.232 
If non-Jewish Europeans responded at all to the Jewish presence, it was with casual anti-
Jewishness or by co-opting Jewish concerns and using them to mean something else, such as 
when Puritans identified themselves as Jews as a way of commenting on their persecution by 
Church authorities. Such a response to an unthinkable presence or event is not unusual. The 
concept of slavery was often used—notably by John Locke in his Second Treatise of Civil 
Government—to mean social or economic oppression rather than to refer specifically to forced 
confinement and/or labor.233 Authors and politicians did not necessarily appropriate the term out 
of disregard for the plight of slaves; rather it was a response to an extant issue they sought to 
articulate into terms that the majority could understand. For example, in Oroonoko Behn plays 
upon the issue of slavery when Oroonoko resists his captivity. He rebels against the idea that as a 
prince he will be held against his will and honor rather than because he must labor in the fields 
with the other Africans. It is only when he faces slavery in perpetuity, that his children will be 
forced to labor, that his struggle becomes violent. For this reason, a number of critics have read 
Oroonoko as manifesting Tory ideology consistent with Behn’s public political stance that has 
little do with slavery itself.234 Having likely seen first hand the plight of slaves in Surinam, the 
only way Behn could respond to it was by translating into language consistent with a royalist 
ideology—by comparing Oroonoko to James II.  
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The Narrator as Conversa 
A reading of Oroonoko that creates a one to one comparison between Oroonoko and the 
British Crown may be too straightforward, if only because Behn's first move is to "divert" 
readers from whatever truth she has omitted. Furthermore, certain ideological inconsistencies, 
especially as concerns both the narrator's and Oroonoko's attitude toward slavery and religion, 
destabilize a straightforward reading of the text's royalist ideology. As Catherine Gallagher has 
astutely argued, Oroonoko's blackness paradoxically enforces both his role as slave and his role 
as king, making the identification between the crown and the African slippery.235 Even more 
difficult to resolve, however, is the complex relationship between Oroonoko and Behn’s self-
identified narrator, who seems both to support his claim to freedom and fear the possibility that it 
may be granted. Ros Ballaster, Charlotte Sussman and Margaret W. Ferguson have all 
demonstrated the ways in which the narrator’s empowerment, both as an author and as a woman, 
hinges on the continued enslavement of both Oroonoko and Imoinda.236 While the tension 
between the narrator and Oroonoko and Imoinda can be attributed to the narrator’s position as a 
disempowered woman in a colonial setting, Behn’s text evinces a pervasive tension at both a 
discursive and a structural level that supersedes and incorporates the tension between the text’s 
protagonists, and that shares similarities with a Converso aesthetic. 
Converso literature shares similar structural features and sensibilities: it tends to be 
cosmopolitan and topical, reflecting the practices of a marginalized community whose ability to 
respond and adapt to real-time issues and events helped ensure its survival.237 Although 
Converso literature can be both critical and/or supportive of structures of authority, it often 
manifests a sense of alienation and dissatisfaction with the status quo, especially when the status 
quo is marked by hypocrisy.238 For example, although Diego de San Pedro’s Carcel de Amor 
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(1492) is, on its surface, a sentimental novel, it nevertheless offers a sharp critique of the both 
Inquisition’s and the monarchy’s abusive power. When Leriano, the hero, is accused by Persio, 
his rival, of carrying on an illicit affair with Laureola, the daughter of the Macedonian king, he 
couches his accusation in the language of cleanliness of blood, using such terms as “linpieza [sic] 
que haredaste” (“cleanliness of inheritance,”) “la oblicación de tu sangre” (“the obligation to 
your blood,”) and “claro linage” (“clean lineage”.)239 These remarks clearly reference the 
Spanish tradition of telling New Christians from Old by the purity of their bloodline, while the 
structure of the accusation echoes the language of an Inquisitor.240 As Gregory Kaplan suggests, 
the remarks are largely ironic in that they are used to describe illicit activity that never, in fact, 
took place, which in turn implies that the remarks themselves are also false.241 In other words, 
Leriano does not actually have a clean bloodline, and the accusations are a form of mockery. 
Because the king believes Persio’s lies, Leriano is subjected to abuse, while the king ultimately 
pardons Persio’s behavior at the request of his relatives. When Leriano objects to the injustice of 
the king’s decision, the king claims that to rule otherwise would have left himself and his 
daughter in a state of dishonor, despite Leriano’s demonstrated innocence and Persio’s guilt. The 
king’s ruling appears to have something to do with the taint associated with Leriano’s blood: no 
matter his innocence, his associate with the princess threatens the purity of the monarchy.242 The 
concept of assimilation, or the perceived lack of assimilability, of marginalized classes serves as 
a constitutive element of Converso writing’s sense of alienation, and parallels the material reality 
of Conversos who, despite conversion to Christianity, were always considered to be tainted by 
Jewishness, even generations later. In this sense, Converso writing expresses alienation in the 
face of social injustice rather than expressing some sort of innate sense of Jewishness in the face 
of a Christian world.243  
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The anonymously authored Lazarillo de Tormes (1554) shares a similar concern with 
“limpieza de sangre” and abusive power. Unlike its predecessor, Carcel de Amor, which was 
written when the monarchy had only just begun its purge of non-Catholics, at the time of 
Lazarillo’s publication, the Catholic monarchy held decisive control and Jews had been expelled 
or forced to convert. As a picaresque novel, Lazarillo satirizes both the Church and the 
aristocracy. Its protagonist, Lazaro, serves a series of corrupt masters who consistently exercise 
arbitrary power over his person, including nearly starving him to death. He retaliates by playing 
tricks on them to expose their hypocrisy. The majority of episodes are overtly heretical—enough 
that the text was censored immediately after its publication. But it is not only the text’s mockery 
of clerics and Church doctrine, as emblematized in the second chapter, where Lazaro raids and 
worships the Communion bread to thwart starvation at the hands of his cleric master that 
suggests its Converso thematics. It is the way the text combines its satire of Christian dogma 
with its parodic treatment of the idea of belonging, affiliation, and honor. In the third chapter, 
Lazaro serves a squire who does everything in his power to appear wealthy, honorable, and 
devout while in reality he has no money, no real connections, and relies on Lazaro to steal food 
for them to eat. As Susanne Zepp convincingly argues, Lazarillo reveals the sham of honor and 
descent as a method of deliberate exclusion.244 The Spanish concepts of honor and “limpieza de 
sangre” were intertwined, and were increasingly used to homogenize Spanish culture while also 
symbolizing the state’s power to determine who “rightly” belonged. This theme pervades the 
text, but especially so in the character of its protagonist, whose name and birth identifies him as 
simultaneously Jewish and Christian:  
Pues sepa V. M. [Vuestra Merced] ante todas cosas que a mí llaman Lázaro de Tormes, 
hijo de Tome González y de Antonia Pérez, naturales de Tejares, aldea de Salamanca. Mi 
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nacimiento fue dentro del río Tormes, por la cual causa tome el sobrenombre, y fue desta 
manera. Mi padre, que Dios perdone, tenia cargo de proveer una molienda de una acena, 
que esta ribera de aquel río, en la cual fue molinero mas de quince anos; y estando mi 
madre una noche en la acena, preñada de mí, tomole el parto y pariome allí: de manera 
que con verdad puedo decir nacido en el río (4).245  
 
[You should know first of all that I'm called Lazaro of Tormes, and that I'm the son of To
me Gonzales and Antona Perez, who were born in Tejares, a village near Salamanca. I wa
s actually born in the Tormes River, and that's how I got my name. It happened this way: 
My father (God rest his soul) was in charge of a mill on the bank of that river, and he was
 the miller there for more than fifteen years. Well, one night while my mother was in the 
mill, carrying me around 
in her belly, she went into labor and gave birth to me right there. So I can really say I was
 born in the river (13).246] 
Lazaro's name itself refers simultaneously to the story of Lazarus and to blind readers (a 
"lazarillo" is a blind man's guide).247 His birth in a river serves as a form of baptism, but it also 
strongly recalls the birth of Moses. As Zepp points out, Moses himself held “dual affiliations” in 
that he was both Jewish and Egyptian—and that it was his Egyptian mother who named him.248 
In this way, the text codes Lazaro as dually affiliated, while simultaneously encouraging its 
readers to see beyond the surface.  
The concern with belonging, the sense of alienation, and the rejection of the bureaucratic 
mechanisms by with belonging is arbitrarily determined mark Converso writing more so than 
does an obvious Jewish heritage. Because it operates from a marginalized position, Converso 
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writing couches its social critique and expression of alienation and dissatisfaction indirectly, 
through a concerted use of irony, equivocation, and diversion. Marked by dualities, it always 
leaves itself an out should the wrong group pick up on the work’s subtext; this is why a text can 
offer both criticism and support of institutions like the monarchy, which was both a source of 
oppression and a source of protection from other institutions like the Catholic church. This 
tension between discourses need not be resolved since the cognitive dissonance it produces 
ultimately reinforces the sense of alienation that is characteristic of Converso writing and cut 
across genre. 
Structurally, the same discursive tension and resulting cognitive dissonance that 
characterizes Converso writing characterizes Oroonoko. For example, the text maintains tension 
between Protestant, Catholic, and deist discourse, as well as between the discourse of the 
aristocratic and middling classes. Oroonoko mocks the trinity and Christianity more generally, 
and the narrator lets the heresy pass without comment even as she claims to wish to convert both 
Oroonoko and Imoinda. Similarly, although the text purports to support the monarchy and the 
Royalist cause in its association of Oroonoko with James II and the Stuarts, Behn undermines her 
royalism when, for example, when she makes Byam the villain and Martin an ally, despite that 
Byam was a royalist and Martin a Commonwealthman. Behn's self-identified narrator and her 
hero slave occupy the same liminal ideological space as Conversos. The text's uneasy discussion 
of slavery evinces the same dualistic tendencies that characterize other Converso fictions. In this, 
we can see that the text's discussion of slavery, a word often used to reference various kinds of 
oppression, becomes a touchstone for the anxieties of liminal existence. This a double 
translation: Behn builds layer upon layer of erasure and deception, hiding the anxieties of the 
liminal Converso existence behind the text's discussion of slavery while simultaneously 
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"adorn[ing]" it with the "accidents" of royalist rhetoric so as to render it more "diverting" to 
readers. In this way, the text the text integrates a Converso politics resonant with the material and 
political history of Jewish experience in the seventeenth century. 
That Behn was sensitive to the Converso experience is not surprising. Germaine Greer 
has suggested that Behn may have been influenced at an early age by Converso communities in 
Southern England, where many historians believe she grew up.249 Alternatively, Jacqueline 
Pearson, Greer (in an apparent contradiction) and Simms also suggest that Behn may have been 
born in the New World, possibly even in Surinam, where she may have interacted with Converso 
communities and culture.250 Simms has actually suggested that Behn may have been Jewish 
herself, and points toward structural similarities between Behn’s work and Converso fiction, such 
as disguises, linguistic equivocation and dual language.251 Converso fiction maintains a highly 
secular nature, often substituting monarchical ideologies for religious ideologies.252 Behn rarely 
discusses religion outside of her philosophical translations, often preferring to speak through 
political and sexual rhetoric, which could indicate a desire to disassociate herself from her 
religious heritage.  
All theories about Behn’s origins—including ones that are widely accepted—remain 
conjecture. Behn managed to evade notice in Church and tax records; nor does there exist 
conclusive proof about her family and its origins.253 And, in fact, trying to identify Behn’s 
ancestral Jewishness, real or imagined, is the wrong approach. When reading Converso writing, 
it becomes increasingly problematic to attempt to identify the Jewish origins of the writer lest we 
risk falling into essentialism.254 While Converso—or even Jewish—writers may share some 
common practices or traits, the practice of assimilation as a survival strategy voids the possibility 
of there existing a singular Jewish identity. Because Jews are a diasporic community, there are 
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very few markers of Jewishness that persist across national, ethnic, or even temporal boundaries. 
For all that Menasseh ben Israel sought to connect contemporary Jews to their ancient 
counterparts, the very notion of a Jewish social contract, where the law of the state is the law, 
prohibits such an untroubled identification. That Jews in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
felt as much members of their national communities as they did the Jewish community may even 
explain why ben Israel’s efforts to insinuate himself as a candidate for rabbi of the London 
synagogue failed: the London Jewish community saw him as an outsider, and his efforts on their 
behalf only alienated them further. It makes more sense to understand Jewishness and Converso 
writing both through patterns of identification than it does with ethnic or religious determinism. 
Because it is diasporic, Jewishness can be defined by its radical hybridity, its neither but both-
ness.255 That such hybridity results in a sense of alienation and skepticism, especially as they 
relate to the arbitrary exercise of power makes sense when we consider the shifting power 
dynamics among (a) the Catholic church and the various strains of Protestantism, (b) the 
development of the nation-state and the beginnings of Imperial expansion, and (c) the scientific 
revolution that was growing in strength.  
If we cannot identify an overtly Jewish cast in Behn’s writing, we can still ask what is 
revealed if we read Oroonoko, with its erasure of the Jewish community, as concerned with 
Jewishness and its narrative strategy as Converso. The Converso aesthetic parallels that of 
skeptical philosophers, who were forced to adopt similar strategies of equivocation so as to avoid 
being called out for heresy. Since Behn also sought to engage with radical philosophical 
approaches to toleration, such a paradigm offers a path through abstract conceptions of toleration 
to explore its possibilities in a more firmly grounded setting. In the following sections, I attempt 
to read Oroonoko as an assimilation narrative, and the narrator as an assimilated Jew, 
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specifically, as a Conversa. I hope to show how a Converso aesthetic informs the text’s 
relationship to slavery. Although Oroonoko demonstrates a keen awareness of racial difference, it 
also translates its discussion of slavery through both royalist rhetoric and textual devices that ask 
readers to simultaneously identify and sympathize with multiple characters within the story. In 
doing so the text destabilizes the notion of a self-contained identity and forces readers into a 
liminal space akin to the Converso experience.256 By identifying with both the master—the 
narrator—and the slaves—Oroonoko and Imoinda—readers experience a narrative instability 
that parallels the material experience of Converso cultural positionality in the seventeenth 
century. Ultimately, the text’s use of a Converso strategy poses the question of toleration from 
the point of view of the marginalized community, and posits a Converso politics as an alternative 
to the white Christian hegemonic discourse of England’s colonial project. 
 
Oroonoko, Slavery, and the Converso/a Paradigm 
A Converso strategy compels paradoxical identifications between disparate groups. The 
most obvious paradox for Conversos is religion: Conversos often identified as both Jewish and 
Catholic; or if having escaped from Spain or Portugal to live in a Protestant country, Conversos 
may even have identified as Jewish, Catholic and Protestant. The categories of race, gender and 
class similarly inform Converso positionality. Oroonoko mirrors these paradoxical patterns of 
identification when it asks readers to identify with both the slave, Oroonoko, and the master, 
Behn’s narrator. Behn portrays the narrator as herself, or at least as the persona of Aphra Behn, 
the famous author and playwright. She makes the unfamiliar familiar, reminding readers that 
some of these same characters have turned up elsewhere, such as Colonel Martin, “a man of 
great gallantry, wit and goodness, and whom [she has] celebrated in a character of my new 
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comedy by his own name in memory of so brave a man” (68). Behn has also brought Surinam to 
public stage in the form of feathers that had been presented to her by natives: “I gave ’em to the 
King’s theatre, and it was the dress of the Indian Queen, infinitely admired by persons of quality, 
and were unimitable” (10). By overtly linking her experience in Surinam to readers’ experience 
of the English theater, Behn positions her narrator as the only familiar object in the tale.  
And yet, as a Conversa, the narrator exists both inside and outside the colony. When 
discussing the colonists’ interactions with the natives and slaves the narrator often includes 
herself in the description: “for those they make use of there are not natives of the place, for those 
we live with in perfect amity” (9, emphasis mine). The narrator is both colonist and Londoner; 
she can bridge the gap between the colonial experience and those of readers who have never left 
England. As a colonist, the narrator seems to represent all that is good about the colonial project. 
She recognizes Oroonoko’s innate royalty and honor, and objects to his foul treatment at the 
hands of the villainous colonials, Byam and Bannister. These positive traits support a Tory 
ideology in that by recognizing Oroonoko’s rights as a prince the narrator supports James II and 
the Stuart cause. She explicitly links her fictional counterpart to a royalist system of belief, 
echoing similar strategies of identification that she uses when incorporating Jewish characters in 
The Second Part of the Rover. There, Behn aligns the Jewish heiresses with the royalist cause by 
marrying them to secondary royalist heroes. The heiresses are also from the New World, a 
narrative choice that signals the integral role of Jews in the colonial project, both in terms of their 
impact on the colony in which they live, as well as what they can do for the burgeoning British 
Empire. By asking readers to recognize her narrator as representing their own ideological 
interests, Behn essentially asks them to identify with the marginalized position of a Conversa.  
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The shared bond between narrator and reader becomes imperative in understanding 
Behn’s use of a Converso narrative strategy. The overt expression of royalist rhetoric obscures 
the subtle differences between the narrator and her audience. This is the “diverting” bait and 
switch, the outward show that lulls readers into a sense of familiarity. The ideological differences 
can be traced only through the disconnect between the narrator’s claims and actions. Only after 
readers have invested trust in the narrator does it become apparent that her loyalties are divided. 
For, although the narrator appears to value the royal power that Oroonoko represents, she fears it 
as much as do the villains of the story. Thus, despite her open support of Oroonoko’s rights, she 
also fears his potential rebellion. The more impatient with his captivity Oroonoko grows, 
especially in the face of Imoinda’s pregnancy, the more he begins to believe that “they would 
delay him till the time of his wife’s delivery, and make a slave of that too, for the breed is their to 
whom the parents belong” (48). Although she initially claims her efforts to elicit a promise to 
avoid violence from Oroonoko come at the behest of “some persons who feared a mutiny,” she 
remains dissatisfied with his assurances (48):  
 Before I parted that day with him [Oroonoko] I got, with much ado, a promise from 
him to rest yet a little longer with patience, and wait the coming of the lord governor, 
who was every day expected on our shore. He assured me he would, and this promise he 
desired me to know was given perfectly in complaisance to me, in whom he had an entire 
confidence.  
 After this, I neither thought it convenient to trust him much out of our view, nor did 
the country, who feared him; but with one accord it was advised to treat him fairly, and 
oblige him to remain within such compass, and that he should be permitted, as seldom as 
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could be, to go up to the plantations of the Negroes; or, if he did, to be accompanied by 
some that should be rather in appearance attendants than spies (50). 
Why the narrator should not trust Oroonoko’s promise makes little sense if she recognizes his 
innate honor and royalty as the same characteristics she values. Oroonoko claims that his 
promise stems in part from his trust in the narrator’s honesty; therefore, the narrator’s distrust of 
Oroonoko stems from her own recognition that she does not share those same values. While the 
narrator’s fear of a slave rebellion makes sense in terms of the white colonial experience, they 
also signify that as a Conversa, she vacillates between identifying with colonists who oppress 
him—however unjustly—and with Oroonoko as the one who is oppressed. The narrator’s 
response to Oroonoko’s later attempt at escape bears this vacillation out as she argues that, 
despite his promise that “he would act nothing upon the white people… and those upon that 
plantation where he was” (49) she was “possessed with extreme fear which no persuasions could 
dissipate…that he would come down and cut all our throats” (68). When the narrator speaks of 
her fear, she uses “we” and lumps herself in with the other female colonists.  
The narrator seems more concerned with disassociating herself from Oroonoko in the 
eyes of the other colonists than she does with his safety. She supposes that she "had authority and 
interest there [Parham Plantation], had [she] suspected any such thing, to have prevented it [the 
torture of Oroonoko,]" but rather than risk speaking out in favor of Oroonoko, she flees with the 
other women down the river (68). When she speaks of her response to Oroonoko's torture she 
speaks in the first person and follows her claim with the second of two references to herself as 
the author Aphra Behn: "We met on the river with Colonel Martin, a man of great gallantry, wit 
and goodness, and whom I have celebrated in a character of my new comedy by his own name in 
memory of so brave a man." At the moment where her ideological stance appears weakest, the 
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narrator must fall back on the real-life persona of the author to defend her actions. Only by doing 
so may she counteract the disorienting effect of her sudden change in character. The self-
consciousness of her statement evidences deliberate posing on the part of the narrator. In order to 
maintain appearances, the narrator must call on the identity that readers expect her to have. By 
attempting to excuse her actions, she acknowledges that they do not coincide with the 
expectations implicit in royalist ideology—that she would value her honor and right action over 
appearances. Even more, by bringing in Martin—a commonwealth man, here as a heroic figure 
and "friend to Ceasar," she signals that royalist politics, embodied as they are in the villainous 
Byam, may be too arbitrary to trust. In this instance, the more democratic structure of the 
Commonwealth may be more likely to rescue Oroonoko from injustice. In this way, the narrator 
exhibits a republican stance akin to Menasseh ben Israel's in chapter one. That the two political 
affiliations clash in this moment serves as further evidence of her divided loyalties. 
The narrator’s response to Oroonoko’s rebellion implicates her in the colonial power 
structure. She deliberately exploits Oroonoko through either her outright lies and manipulation in 
order to keep him in line, or through her authorial control over his story.257 The opinion of Behn's 
narrator as exploitative and as complicit with colonialism has become a standard postcolonial 
approach to the text.258 Earlier readings see the narrator as a compassionate figure that admirably 
suffers alongside the prince or who is sympathetically constrained by her gender.259 However, a 
postcolonial lens provides much more nuance than simply emphasizing the binary divide 
between genders, the colonizer and the colonized subaltern, or even between political parties. I 
suggest that the narrator is simultaneously compassionate and exploitative. While they do place 
her on a slippery moral slope, the narrator’s actions reflect her position as a disempowered 
woman who must work both sides of the political divide in order to survive.  
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The narrator’s sympathetic exploitation of Oroonoko and Imoinda embodies the 
experience of the Jewish involvement in the slave trade. While Jews never came close to 
matching the Dutch, Spanish, or English in terms of slave ownership, slave owning became a 
symbol of power within the Jewish community. The development of the slave trade marked the 
development of a new international economic system that was uniquely suited to the lifestyle 
Jews had been forced to live for centuries.260 As merchants experienced in dealing with cultures 
not their own, Jews were perceived as useful to the colonial system. Jewish cosmopolitanism 
became a source of strength, a way to demonstrate their knowledge of and usefulness to the 
Atlantic World system. In the eyes of the Jewish community, slave ownership provided way to 
differentiate themselves from other subaltern groups and identify as White Europeans. To own a 
slave meant that one was not a slave, and may have even been seen by some Jews as a form of 
compensation for centuries of persecution.261 Thus, despite remaining a severely persecuted 
group, many Jews felt that slave-owning meant entrance to the White European community. As 
such, they often adopted their Christian European counterparts’ attitudes toward slaves, such as 
when the narrator makes explicit reference to the skin color of the slaves and to Oroonoko’s 
exceptional blackness. 
As the narrator makes clear, slaves are distinguishable through one defining feature: their 
skin color. The narrator’s representation of the Surinam colony and her continual conflation of 
the terms “negro,” “black”, and “slave” suggests a society acutely aware of racial and class 
distinctions.262 Because the culture of the colony dictates that social hierarchies remain firmly in 
place, both the narrator and Oroonoko trouble the boundaries of class and race. As someone who 
herself falls into an ambiguous space, the narrator draws clear distinctions between herself, 
Oroonoko and Imoinda, and the other slaves, even as she identifies with Oroonoko's and 
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Imoinda's position. The narrator insists repeatedly that slaves be defined by their skin color and 
origins in Africa over any other distinguishing features: "Those then whom we make use of to 
work in our plantation of sugar are negroes, black slaves altogether” (12). The focus on the race 
of the slaves comes in direct contrast to the narrator’s description of the native Amerindians, 
who, although brown skinned, she characterizes as possessing all the noble features of a 
prelapsarian people. Such categorization proves to be entirely for the sake of convenience, as the 
narrator comments that the natives are not made slaves because they are “on all occasions very 
useful” to the colonists who find it necessary to “caress ’em as friends” (12). Thus, a slave’s skin 
color becomes a marker of his or her economic function more so than it refers to biological 
difference. 263 
The classification of slaves as black signals the beginning of a theory of race that would 
eventually turn into the biological racism we know today. However, the development of a 
colonial caste system only marked the beginnings of what was a “gradual imposition of ‘an elite 
racial ideology.’”264 The seventeenth century had different theories of race that had more to do 
with ethnic, national, and religious affiliation than with biology; but, the development of 
biology-based racial theories allowed for different groups, such as Jews, to maneuver for higher 
status while the hierarchy was still being settled. Even without a developed system of biological 
racism, distinctions between white and black skin began to be of considerable significance to 
Jews in the seventeenth century. Prior to the development of the African slave trade, Jews were 
often characterized by non-Jewish Europeans as black, dusky skinned, and ugly. The introduction 
of African slaves into European culture created the opportunity for Jews to distinguish 
themselves as non-black, in fact, as white. African slavery allowed Jews to “include themselves 
in the dominant culture as Whites in a way they could not as non-Christians…Whiteness 
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provided entrée into the dominant class to Jews who believed they belonged there by dint of the 
quality and antiquity of their civilization; such was their hope, in any case."265 Behn 
acknowledges the beginnings of both Jewish Whiteness and a larger system of racism through 
the European characters’ attitudes toward the slaves and especially toward Oroonoko and 
Imoinda. 
Oroonoko, Imoinda and the narrator occupy similarly liminal spaces that only can be 
distinguished through skin color. Although Oroonoko is an enslaved prince and the narrator 
claims to be from a powerful family, their positions within the colony prove to be quite similar. 
While Behn can easily create a difference between the narrator and the Amerindians and the 
other slaves through the distinction of class, she cannot do so with Oroonoko, whose royalty 
demands that he be treated as an equal, if not a superior. By representing the default definition of 
slave as Black, Behn heightens the difference between her narrator and the Oroonoko and 
Imoinda by categorizing Oroonoko and Imoinda as exceptionally black. Unlike the other “black” 
slaves, who are actually more of a “brown, rusty black,” Oroonoko is the color of “perfect ebony, 
of polished jet,” while Imoinda is his female counterpart, “the beautiful black Venus to our 
young Mars” (15, 16). As royalty, both Oroonoko and Imoinda stand out from the crowds of 
African slaves, and represent the essence of all their blackness.266 Oroonoko and Imoinda are the 
ultimate Africans, and thus, the ultimate slave. If the concept of black skin signifies the ultimate 
exchange value of a slave, then Oroonoko and Imoinda literally represent that value through the 
intense blackness of their skin. 267 
Behn defines the narrator against the Oroonoko’s and Imoinda’s blackness. claiming that 
she and her family enter the colony at the behest of the king (as opposed to the behest of a slave 
captain) Behn establishes the most important implicit difference between her narrator and 
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Oroonoko and Imoinda: she is white. The difference between the narrator's and the Oroonoko's 
and Imoinda's skin color becomes essential in differentiating between the characters because, 
without it, their shared liminality might overemphasize their doubling, especially in the case of 
Imoinda, who shares the liminality of femininity, and with whom the narrator consistently sets 
herself at odds.268 At the same time, the emphasis that Behn places on Oroonoko’s and Imoinda’s 
blackness works as a self-reflexive metonymy. That is, that the absence of blackness in the 
narrator always refers back to the fact that only a century or so earlier, Jews would also have 
been considered black.  
By emphasizing Oroonoko’s and Imoinda’s blackness, Behn displaces the instability of 
the Jewish position onto the body of the slave and reveals the otherness within both the narrator 
and the absent Jewish colonists. The narrator may try to claim whiteness, but ultimately, she is 
always different from her colonial counterparts.269 It is not that Oroonoko is different from Jews; 
rather, it is that there is a close similarity between the black slaves and the absent Jewish 
colonists that necessitates articulating a firm binary opposition centered around the potential 
shared trait. A metonymic construction of difference is “highly ambivalent” rather than a 
statement of the superiority of one group over another.270 The distinction between the two groups 
could be done away with in a moment, the consequence of shifting cultural, economic or 
governmental practices. While a similar metonymic construction of difference can be seen 
between Jews and Christians and between white Christians and black African slaves, the 
difference between Jews and each of the two other groups is slighter and more fraught with 
tension. Oroonoko’s and Imoinda’s “perfect ebony” skin exposes the vulnerability of the Jew to 
the changing whims of non-Jewish European culture. Jews were, had been, and might again be 
black rather than white.  
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Religion, Race, and the Ethical Dilemma of Converting Slaves 
Oroonoko serves as a touchstone for the anxieties inherent in a Converso politics, 
especially in regards to the struggle to assimilate into white Christian culture. Oroonoko's and 
Imoinda's struggle against slavery, and Oroonoko's negative attitude toward the other slaves who 
fail to rebel reveal the internal struggle within the Jewish community to adopt Christian ways of 
living while remaining true to Jewish culture. Because Behn attributes to Oroonoko many of the 
traits of the Converso, his struggle against his slavery takes on the added dimension of the Jews' 
struggle to work within the constraints placed on them by a larger European culture. His status as 
slaves becomes less about the forced physical labor of a slave (something he never, in fact, 
participates in) and becomes instead a discussion of the ways in which Jews were forced to give 
up large chunks of their cultural and religious identity if they were to function within European 
society. Nothing makes this clearer than Behn's intense focus on the hypocrisy of the Christians 
and their habit of forcibly converting their slaves. Behn's focus on these practices suggests a 
certain level of tension surrounding the role of religion in the colonial project that extends 
beyond the Christian notion of spreading the light of God to Africans. Rather, the emphasis on 
hypocrisy points toward a critique of the ethics of conversion analogous to the Jewish experience 
of the Inquisition as well as the Jewish prohibition of owning other Jews as slaves. 
Behn’s interest in religion and forced conversions is more conspicuous than the text’s 
other themes, primarily because it is unusual for the period—large scale attempts at converting 
African slaves did not begin until the eighteenth century. Before that time, many colonists feared 
the conversion to Christianity would make “the converted negroes grow more perverse and 
intractable."271 In contrast, Jewish attempts at conversion moved in the opposite direction, with 
more conversions happening early on, and efforts on the part of Jewish colonial leadership to 
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curb conversion increasing as the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries progressed.272 In her 
criticism of Christian slaveholding practices, the narrator often conflates the terms “white” and 
“Christian” just as she does with the terms “black” and “slave.” As with the previous terms, 
“white” and “Christian” become synonyms for one another.273 This conflation belies Jewish 
efforts to assume whiteness and reinforces the identification between the slave and the Jew. In 
fact, as Aviva Ben-Ur discusses, the degree of separation between Jews and blacks was so narrow 
that the leaders of the Jewish community sought to codify that difference in Law.274 As the 
eighteenth century progressed, the Jewish community sought to differentiate more strongly 
between “pure” Jews, and Jews with African ancestry who were the result of interracial 
relationships between a white, male Jewish colonist and a black Jewish slave. The Eurafrican 
children of such relationships were given the lower status of congregants within the Jewish 
community, and their white, Jewish father, should he insist on marrying a Jewish woman of 
mixed race, would also be demoted from member to congregant status, and become considered a 
Mulatto. This kind of maneuvering demonstrates the Jewish community’s struggle to 
differentiate between racial and religious identity in the face of Jewish slave law and the material 
reality of interracial procreation. 
There is little evidence to suggest that as the Atlantic slave system matured Jews treated 
their slaves any differently from their Christian counterparts. In fact, their goal was likely to 
make their attitudes toward slaves indistinguishable from other Europeans. However, slave 
owning under Judaism required much more careful consideration of religious tenets before Jews 
could reconcile the owning and treatment of slaves under Jewish Law.275 Before Jews could 
justify slave owning within their community they went through centuries of debate in order to 
find legal loopholes that would authorize the practice. Halacha forbids the owning of slaves 
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outside of Canaan. This law applies to both Jewish and non-Jewish slaves. Ultimately, most 
Jewish communities came to the consensus that because they lived diasporically, that is, outside 
of Israel, where the Law held true regardless, the halachic framework no longer applied. Slave 
owning was legal so long as Jews remained outside of Canaan.  
The early years of Jewish colonialism saw these maneuvers develop. When Oroonoko 
takes place, most Jewish communities would not yet have developed strict rules for slave 
owning; therefore, they may have been following earlier precedents that required slaves to 
convert to Judaism. According to Halacha, a Jew may own a non-Jewish slave only if the 
ownership is temporary, and only if that slave professes a sincere intent to convert.276 Otherwise, 
the slave must be sold to a non-Jew within an allotted amount of time. Conversion was required 
for practical reasons, such as confronting food preparation and dietary laws, as well as because 
Jews believed that Judaism would give the slave a better life. However, because the owning of 
Jewish slaves was forbidden, once a slave converted he or she would have to be freed. This law 
directly opposes Christian practice. Most Jews solved this problem by beginning the process of 
conversion but delaying its completion. Therefore, it may have been an acceptable practice for 
the Jews in Surinam to convert their slaves halfway, thereby forcing them into the same liminal 
status as themselves. As neither heathens, Christians, nor Jews, slaves had few legal rights and 
their status as members of the community was questionable. Therefore, Oroonoko’s hatred 
towards whites/Christians may be another reflexive moment that refers back to the double bind 
of the Converso—a position that is neither slave nor free, neither white nor black, neither 
Christian nor Jew. In this way, there exists slippage between the terms “slave” and “Jew.” 
Consequently, Oroonoko’s complaints about conversion voice a historical and conceptual 
conflict by translating the untenability of the Converso positionality as a radical alternative to 
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colonial Christian, and even Jewish, hegemonic discourse that consistently seeks to codify the 
boundaries of ethnic and cultural identity.  
Let us examine the text’s critique of conversionary slave-holding practices. Although it is 
not historically accurate, the narrator repeatedly refers to Christian attempts at conversion. She 
notes that “the Christians never buy any slaves but they give them some name of their own, their 
native ones being likely very barbarous and hard to pronounce” (43). That this comment refers 
specifically to conversion becomes clear when Trefry tells Oroonoko about the beautiful 
Clemene, remarking on her name “for so…we have christened her” (45). The narrator’s comment 
about this practice of renaming is telling in that she refers to “the Christians” as if she existed 
outside of that community. And yet later, when the narrator describes her efforts to “bring 
[Imoinda] to the knowledge of the true God” she includes herself as a believer: “But of all 
discourses Caesar liked that the worst, and would never be reconciled to our notions of the 
Trinity, of which he ever made a jest; it was a riddle he said, would turn his brain to conceive, 
and could not make him understand what faith was” (49 emphasis mine). However, even as she 
includes herself as a believer in the trinity—a comment vague enough to refer to either Catholic 
or Protestant constructions of the trinity—she seems profoundly undisturbed by Oroonoko’s 
laughter. Nestled as this moment is in between Behn’s descriptions of how she attempted to 
distract Oroonoko away from rebellion (the conversation is located between the colonists asking 
her to intervene and his promise to her not to rebel), the narrator’s attempt at conversion, to 
Christianity at least, seems more like an attempted distraction than a serious effort to bring either 
Oroonoko or Imoinda “to the knowledge of the true God.”  
This moment allows for two complimentary interpretations. The first is that it actually 
refers to and critiques Jewish slaveholding practices rather than Christian ones. The second is 
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that it characterizes a typical survival strategy for Converso Jews who only nominally adopted 
Christian beliefs. The narrator follows the letter of the Christian injunction to teach Oroonoko 
and Imoinda about the trinity, but does not really care whether or not either one of them truly 
believes. This moment thus recognizes the way that Christianity (or even Judaism) differs from 
other ideologies in that it seeks to homogenize communities as a form of social control. In fact, 
this is not the only moment in which the narrator relates without judgment Oroonoko's dismissal 
of religious concerns. When Oroonoko is first taken captive and the ship's captain refuses him 
parole because he is a "heathen…a man that had no sense or notion of the God he worshipped," 
he berates the captain for valuing an oath to God over Oroonoko's honor: "the captain had 
protested to him upon the word of a Christian, and sworn in the name of a great god, which if he 
should violate, he would expect eternal torment in the world to come" (39). Oroonoko's enraged 
response encodes upon his chivalric code of honor a radical skepticism that echoes not only 
Behn's work in translating Fontanelle, but also the substitution of honor for other forms of 
belonging that earlier Converso writing like Carcel de Amor and Lazarillo de Tormes critique: 
Is that all the obligation he has to be just to his oath?…Let him know, I swear by my 
honor; which to violate would not only render me contemptible and despised by all brave 
and honest men, and so give myself perpetual pain, but it would be eternally offending 
and displeasing all mankind; harming, betraying, circumventing, and outraging all men. 
But punishments hereafter are suffered by one's self; and the world takes no cognizance 
whether this God have revenged 'em, or not, 'tis done so secretly, and deferred so long: 
while the man of no honor suffers every moment the scorn and contempt of the honester 
world, and dies every day ignominiously in his fame, which is more valuable than life. I 
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speak not this to move belief, but to show you how you mistake, when you imagine that he 
who will violate his honor will keep his word with his gods (49). 
Even as Oroonoko rails against the illogic of swearing an oath the punishment for violating 
which can never be witnessed or confirmed, he substitutes in place of religious belief a code of 
honor that ought to ensure his good treatment if others who claim to adhere to it actually do so. 
But, as in Carcel and Lazarillo, the code of honor the colonists later claim to respect proves no 
more of a restraint on bad behavior than does an oath to one’s god. In this way, then, the text 
suggests that honor is as much a sham ideology as religion.  
When Oroonoko’s rebellion fails he rails against his fellow slaves, commenting that they 
are “by nature slaves, poor, wretched rogues, fit to be used as Christians’ tools, dogs treacherous 
and cowardly fit for such masters” (66). Oroonoko directs his anger inward, toward the people 
that he sees himself as ruling. At the same time, his anger also focuses outward toward the 
Christians who sought to whip “slaves into the knowledge of the Christian gods” and turn them 
into “the vilest of all creeping things:”  
there was no faith in the white men, or the gods they adored; who instructed them in 
principles so false that honest men could not live amongst them; though no people 
professed so much, none performed so little: that he knew what he had to do when he 
dealt with men of honor, but with them a man ought to be eternally on his guard, and 
never to eat and drink with Christians, without his weapon of defense in his hand; and, 
for his own security, never to credit one word they spoke. As for the rashness and 
inconsiderateness of his action, he would confess the Governor is in the right; and that he 
was ashamed of what he had done, in endeavoring to make those free who were by nature 
slaves, poor wretched rogues, fit to be used as Christian's tolls; dogs, treacherous and 
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cowardly, fit for such masters, and they wanted only but to be whipped into the 
knowledge of the Christian gods, to be the vilest of all creeping things; to learn to 
worship such deities as had not power to make them just, brave, or honest (66).  
While the narrator never explicitly claims in this moment that the colonists have actively 
attempted to convert all of their saves, her earlier comments about renaming equaling christening 
and her failure to contradict Oroonoko’s accusations suggest that some effort has been made, and 
that acceptance of Christianity has weakened the formerly powerful Africans by placing them 
more firmly under the thumb of Christian hegemony. That the colonists might attempt to convert 
the slaves without granting them freedom demonstrates the ethical dualism inherent in colonial 
slave practices.277 At the same time, the narrator acknowledges the colonists’ unwillingness to 
enslave those who already profess Christianity for fear of violating Christian tenants: they would 
not enslave Oroonoko’s French tutor “because [he was] a Christian” (44). The colonists 
ostensibly free the tutor because he is not a “heathen” like the Africans, but it may very well be 
that they free him in large part because he is white.278 As the narrator makes clear early on, the 
native Surinamese are not Christian, but are not forced into slavery. Rather, because they are “on 
all occasions very useful” to the colonists they find it necessary to “caress ’em as friends” and 
allow the natives to live more or less as they choose. The argument that Christians would not 
enslave other Christians is used as a matter of convenience to justify the slavery of Africans. Just 
as skin color and ethnic origins become indicators of one’s slavery, so too does religion. Even so, 
these indicators prove to be less than arbitrary, at least within the world of the text. That 
Oroonoko’s accusations might apply as much to Christians who forced Jews (and later Africans) 
to convert as they do to Jews who forced conversion upon their slaves drives home the text’s 
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alienation from religion, from government, and from other ideological systems like honor, which 
Oroonoko continues to cling to until the end.  
Imoinda’s pregnancy further brings to light the untenability of the Converso positionality. 
The children of slaves were born into slavery, unless, in the case of Jewish slaveholders, the 
white, Jewish father chose to convert and then manumit his child.279 Children born to white, 
Jewish women and a black, African slave were not recognized, and the woman was expelled 
from the community. This is a direct reversal of Judaism’s tradition of matrilineal descent, and 
serves to enforce a patriarchal hegemony in order to tightly control the boundaries of the 
community. Even then, the children whose white, Jewish fathers chose to manumit them were 
never equal members of the Jewish community. 
Behn paints Imoinda's dilemma as a zero-sum game: she can convert, as the narrator 
wishes her to do, but she will always be inferior the white colonists; or, she can choose to assert 
her subalternaeity and rebel, which will inevitably result in death. The fact that it is her own 
husband who initiates and carries out Imoinda's death testifies to the self-circumscribing nature 
of the Jewish community's efforts to define itself against black, African slaves. Oroonoko's 
inability to leave Imoinda's corpse and complete his own suicide reveals the paradox inherent in 
the simultaneous recognition and disavowal of the similitude between Jews and blacks. This 
same trope is repeated during Oroonoko's execution. Although the narrator cannot disassociate 
herself enough from Oroonoko to observe his torture dismemberment, her mother and sister, who 
share the same liminal space as the narrator, stand in her stead. Again, Behn depicts the 
untenability of the Converso position by depicting members of a shared liminal space looking on 
look on as one of their own is not only persecuted and tortured for rebelling against a flagrant 
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injustice, but also is literally torn to pieces by his refusal to assimilate. Fear of losing her hard-
won social position leads the narrator to silently witness her own oppression. 
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Chapter 4: Toleration, Revelation, and Anti-Jewish Discourse in Eliza Haywood’s 
The Fair Hebrew 
 
Eliza Haywood’s The Fair Hebrew; or, a True but Secret History of Two Jewish Ladies, 
who lately resided in London (1729) tells the story of Kesiah, a Jewess, who marries Dorante, 
the Christian heir to a wealthy estate, against the wishes of both their parents. In many ways 
typical of Haywood’s amatory fictions and secret histories of the 1720s, it has received fairly 
little critical attention despite its unusual feature of a female Jewish protagonist. Kesiah converts 
to Christianity upon her marriage, but Dorante's father cuts them off financially and legally 
disowns him in retaliation for the deed. Ultimately, Kesiah's greed and Dorante's prodigalness 
lands hime in debtor's prison. Kesiah takes the money Dorante's father sends for his release and 
flees England with "a young Gentleman" only to end up captured by pirates and sold into slavery 
in Madagascar, never to be heard from again. Dorante, now released from prison by his younger 
brother who has inherited his father's estate, dies of grief. Kesiah’s Jewishness operates as an 
ever present spectre despite her conversion: her greed and cruelty actively draw on the worst 
anti-Jewish stereotypes. And yet, Haywood’s heroine differs little from any other heroine in 
either genre: her sexual agency and desire destablize masculine authority and by proxy, the state. 
In this paper, I reconcile the ramifications of Kesiah’s Jewishness with the complimentary genres 
of amatory fiction and secret history. I also contextualize the novella by placing it against the 
increasing Jewish immigration and acculturation of the 1720s. Ultimately, I find that The Fair 
Hebrew asks to what extent Jews should be able participate in British cultural and political life 
and makes a strong case for their equality.  
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The text went through two editions, demonstrating some success in appealing to what 
Haywood’s early twentieth-century biographer, George Frisbie Whicher, calls “the prejudices of 
anti-Semitic readers.”280 It would seem that the majority of critics agree that the text offers little 
more than anti-Jewish schadenfreude for very little attention has been paid to the nuances and 
politics of its anti-Jewishness. Laura Rosenthal has made note of Haywood's use the blood libel 
in what is unarguably the most anti-Jewish moment in the text as evidence of the persistence of 
the myth of Jewish child sacrifice.281 The scene in question relates to the novella’s sub-plot 
involving Kesiah's brother, Abimelech, and a young Jewish woman named Miriam (the second 
titular Jewess). Miriam becomes pregnant after having been seduced and abandoned by a soldier. 
Her fanatical uncle, a Levite rabbi, takes her away to give birth and immediately upon the end of 
her labor, throws the screaming infant into a blazing fire. He threatens Miriam next, only to be 
stopped by Abimelech (who was present as an official witness to her supposedly halachically-
sanctioned punishment)282. Abimelech flees with Miriam and seeks refuge with his sister. He and 
Miriam convert to Christianity and with a stake from Dorante, leave to conduct business in 
Holland. Their final fate remains unknown at the novella’s end.  
Writing in 1978, Alain Morvan argues that The Fair Hebrew, while undeniably anti-
Jewish, provides a much more nuanced view of Jews and Judaism than a surface-level reading 
allows.283 Placing the novella within the chronology of eighteenth-century fiction featuring Jews, 
Morvan points out that The Fair Hebrew presents the first instance of a Jewess serving as a 
primary character.284 Morvan goes on to argue that Haywood consistently balances the bad 
behavior of Jewish characters like Kesiah and the Levite uncle with the sympathetic portrayals of 
Miriam and Abimelech.285 Ultimately, Morvan suggests that the balance provided by Miriam and 
Abimelech "paraît donc s'entrouvrir la porte du ghetto où tant de personnages caricaturaux sont 
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prisonniers de l'antisémitisme littéraire."286 In other words, Haywood's text offers a challenge to 
anti-Jewish caricatures so common in eighteenth-century literature.  
Morvan's excellent treatment of The Fair Hebrew provides a comprehensive analysis of 
the novella but does not situate it within the conventions of either amatory fiction or secret 
histories, both of which provided writers like Haywood with sites of resistance to 
heteronormative patriarchy and the corruption of authoritarian governments.287 As I will discuss 
in the following pages, by situating the novella within these generic traditions and within the 
context of Haywood's canon, I demonstrate that The Fair Hebrew does more than crack open the 
door of the ghetto-prison of anti-Semitic caricaturization—rather, it provides a sharp critique of 
the social codes that make such caricaturization possible. While we cannot ignore the text’s often 
reflexive, but still pervasive, anti-Jewishness, I show how that discourse fails to counter the 
resistive force of Kesiah's rebellion.  
The majority of Haywood critics who have examined the text have found The Fair 
Hebrew most useful for its preface, in which Haywood declares the truthfulness of her tale and 
her intention that it should serve as a moral lesson to those who would give in to an excess of 
passion:  
I found something so particular in the story, and so much Room for the most useful and 
moral Reflections to be drawn from it, that I thought I should be guilty of an Injury to the 
Publick in concealing it. If among all who shall read the following sheets, any one Person 
may reap so much Advantage as to avoid the Misfortunes the subject of them fell into by 
his Inadvertency, and giving a Loose to Passion; the little Pains I have been at, will be 
infinitely recompenc’d.288 
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Paula Backscheider has argued that the preface illustrates the powerful outlet that amatory fiction 
and later the novel offered to female readers by providing a "vicarious experience" that allowed 
women to explore their sexual agency while also teaching the need for self-control within a 
patriarchal society.289 The preface's claim to truthfulness has served as an example of the early 
novel's "claim to historicity," which critics like Michael McKeon have demonstrated to be 
important to early novel readers’s emotional engagement with a text.290  
McKeon has also read the preface in conjunction with the novella as a whole and in the 
context of its genre, the secret history. Popularized in the seventeenth century (especially in 
times of civil unrest, such as the Civil War and the Exclusion Crisis), secret histories operate on 
the rhetorical structure of revelation to critique arbitrary and absolutist power. While the earliest 
secret histories purported to reveal state secrets to expose the corruption of absolutism, the genre 
was quickly adapted to revelations of less obviously political color: the personal, the private, and 
the intimate, all of which could be used to narrate social and public crises in addition to political 
ones. This form relies on readers to read skeptically, to question the very nature of that which 
they claim to reveal, as well as the function of the discourses of secrecy and revelation 
themselves.291 
In this vein, McKeon reads the novella’s central conflict as generational, “between the 
absoluteness of patriarchal power and the children’s liberty of choice.”292 McKeon’s interest in 
The Fair Hebrew stems from his larger consideration of the development of domesticity and how 
secret histories elevate private concerns to the level of public interest. In his reading, Haywood’s 
Jewish setting is allegorical, serving only to highlight through a “preturnatural[ly]” mysterious 
mirror the battle between the tyranny of absolutism and the rights of the individual. Finding no 
historical event to attach the novella’s politics to, despite Haywood’s early insinuation regarding 
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the ability of “lovely Eyes” to “make the Statesman forget his cunning, unlock the Cabinets of 
Princes, and from the Alter draw the suppliant Votary,” Mckeon finds the novella devoid of 
specific political application. Instead, he suggests that Judaism represents in the text the 
psychological pervasive dread resulting from religious absolutism (B1r).  
While McKeon is not wrong in his assessment of the text’s concern with the tyranny of 
patriarchal power, I find his dismissal of Haywood’s use of Judaism as solely metaphorical to 
miss the mark for the following reasons: first, it fails to question the text’s use of anti-Jewish 
stereotypes and instead re-instantiates them in the language of analysis. In this reading, Jewish 
law is a “pitiless engine” that shrouds the mechanism of its authority in a “chilling…aura of 
arcane and preternatural mystery.”293 Ignoring the complexity of Kesiah’s character, McKeon 
takes her manipulative descriptions of the Jewish community at face value, choosing not to read 
skeptically despite the generic command to do just that.  
Second, McKeon’s reading completely ignores the novella’s historical context. Instead of 
asking what the text’s use of a specifically Anglo-Jewish framework reveals about the Jewish 
community and its relationship to both the state and the public sphere, McKeon seeks but fails to 
find an obvious smoking gun upon which to pin the text’s critique of authoritarian government. 
While it is true that the history of Anglo-Jewry in the 1720s lacks the high profile of the 
readmission or naturalization debates, and in many ways is overshadowed by the decade’s most 
famous political scandal—the South Sea Bubble financial crisis—Jews made their mark on the 
period just the same. In particular, this decade can be characterized as one that reveals the 
growing acculturation of the Jewish community and the extent to which Anglo-Jews were 
integrating themselves into public life. 
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Assimilation and Conversion in London’s Anglo-Jewish Community in the 1720s 
Haywood’s Jewish setting adds a particularly political twist on an already political genre. 
Kesiah’s Jewishness, and the Jewishness of her family and friends, is atypical for popular 
representations of Jews in the period. First and foremost, few if any works of literature in the 
first part of the eighteenth century focus on Jewish characters. In fact, most references to Jews 
are singular entries—such Joseph Addison’s occasional references in The Spectator—or throw 
away lines, as in Thomas Baker’s An Act at Oxford (1704). Most literature and drama remained 
interested in Jewish antiquity rather than the Jewish present, such as Elijah Fenton’s successful 
play Mariamne (1726). The interest in antiquity also dominated the philosophical writing about 
Jews in the early part of the century. Following Toland’s Reasons for Naturalizing the Jews 
(1714) and its respondents, interest in Jewish antiquity and its relation to eighteenth-century 
Christianity continued through the next several decades. In particular, William Whiston and 
Anthony Collins engaged in a protracted argument in print over the corruption of the Hebrew 
bible and the truth of Christian revelation, beginning with Whiston’s Essay for Restorying the 
True Text of the Old Testamet (1722). Into this debate, a Jewish convert to Christianity called 
Moses Marcus inserted himself. Marcus’s Defense of the Hebrew Bible (1729) responded to 
Whiston’s charge that ancient Jews had deliberately corrupted the bible to obscure Old 
Testament prophecy’s application to Christianity. It is notable less for its defense of the Hebrew 
bible (Marcus’s exegetical skills and knowledge of rabbinical literature was lacking, even in 
comparison to Christian Hebraists) than it is for what it reveals about the ambivalence of many 
Jewish converts toward both their birth and adopted faiths.  
Marcus, the London-born grandson of Glückel of Hameln, converted to Christianity in 
1723. The reasons for his conversion are unclear. At the same time he was baptized he sent his 
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parents a letter asking forgiveness of the “folly [he] committed.”294 He assures them “but as I 
was born a Jew so I will Die a Jew." He may have been referring to the Jewish practice that 
claims anyone born to a Jewish mother as Jewish, regardless of what religion they practice, or he 
may have remained ambivalent about his conversion. Even so, his letter also suggests that he 
would not have undertaken conversion had he not been assured by his Christian friends that his 
father would be obligated to provide for him under the 1702 Parliamentary provision, “An Act to 
Oblige the Jews to Maintain and Provide for Their Protestant Children.”295 Marcus ultimately 
sued his father, the reversely named Marcus Moses, twice under the act (in 1724 and 1726) and 
the wealthy merchant was twice ordered to pay an annual sum for his son's maintenance. Finally, 
in 1728, Moses declared bankruptcy, and on that basis was in 1730 relieved of his obligation to 
support his son. Marcus would eventually become well-known within certain Christian 
intellectual circles in the following decade. I mention him here because his case is illustrative of 
the extent to which Jews were becoming integrated into the fabric of British life, not only 
intellectually, but legally and culturally. While there does not currently exist evidence of how 
closely Haywood followed the debates of radical thinkers like Whiston or Collins (although the 
debate was one that garnered much attention in the way of print responses), nor how closely she 
followed the politics of the Jewish community as it negotiated its position through legal 
channels, it is important to understand the cultural and intellectual milieu that may have 
influenced the development of The Fair Hebrew. 
While Haywood may not have actively involved herself in the kinds of philosophical 
debates discussed earlier in this dissertation, she was a political writer who responded to current 
events. What is clear is that at the same time that Haywood was using the generic forms of 
amatory fiction and secret history to interrogate female agency and women’s potential to be 
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citizens, she found the liminality of the Anglo-Jewish position compelling enough to explore it 
through a Jewish female protagonist. The fact that she would return to the question of Jewish 
citizenship nearly thirty years later in The Invisible Spy suggests that Haywood’s interest in 
Anglo-Jewishness and its potential to disrupt what she often figured as corrupt systems of 
authority was long-standing, even if it did not take up the bulk of her productive work. In fact, 
Haywood seems at least passingly familiar with Judaism. She may have read Marcus's 
Ceremonies of the Present Jews, which went through two editions, the first in 1728 and the 
second in 1729. The “Short and Succinct Account,” presents what David Ruderman calls “a 
relatively objective and fair” depiction of contemporary Jewish practices and customs, although 
it also retains the characteristic ambivalence of similar texts by Christian converts.296 Even if 
Haywood was not familiar with the case of Moses Marcus, she did not need to look far for 
examples upon which to base her characters.  
In general, Haywood depicts most of the Jewish characters as significantly acculturated. 
While popular anti-Jewish stereotypes might convince modern readers that London's Jewish 
community in the first part of the eighteenth century remained completely distinct from the rest 
of the city, the historical record tells a far different story. The 1710s and 20s, in particular, saw 
an explosion of often poor Ashkenazi immigrants. While these immigrants often began in the 
trades to which other countries had relegated them (such as second-hand goods sales and Jewelry 
repair, which were unregulated by the guilds) the lack of such restraints in England allowed for 
much more economic opportunity, which in turn led to much more interaction the non-Jewish 
residents of the city. While most Jews continued to live in close proximity to one another in what 
could be called a Jewish quarter, it was not a ghetto: movement to and from the quarter was not 
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restricted or controlled in any way. Jews need not live there if they did not wish and some chose 
deliberately not to. 
Whether they were Sephardic or Ashkenazi, native-born or newly immigrated, Anglo-
Jews acculturated quickly into British life, adopting the dress, manners, pastimes, and even diet 
of their Christian neighbors. By the 1730s, the wealthy Jewish elite—more often than not 
Sephardic, the group with an already well-established Anglo-Jewish community—were hardly 
distinguishable from their middle-class Christian counterparts. Wealthy Jews even began buying 
country estates and adopting the habits of country gentleman, actions which bear similarity to 
those of the growing nouveau riche merchant classes throughout the country.297 William Hogarth 
satirized this trend of Jewish acculturation in his famous set of engravings, A Harlot’s Progress 
(1731/2). In the second plate, he depicts a wealthy Jewish merchant hoodwinked by his Christian 
mistress, whose maid hustles out the mistress’s lover while the merchant’s back is turned.  
Like their Christian counterparts, Jews made the news and gossip columns, indicating 
their activities were of interest to the wider audience with whom they shared both public and 
private space. For example, in February 1728, the Jewish Mr. Signior made news for “suffering a 
great Heap of Rubbish to lie before his House in the Pall-Mall, whereby the Lord Walpole, the 
Lady Selwyn, and several other Persons of Quality were overturn'd in their Coaches upon the 
Night of their Majesties Coronation, and the Lord Walpole and others received great Hurt.”298 
Mr. Signior was found “guilty upon an indictment” and received judgment in the next term, 
although no reports circulated to indicate what his punishment was.299 In less criminal news, the 
gossip columns reported that a Jewish merchant by the name of Mendez threw out his knee while 
“dancing in the Assembly at Hampstead.”300 From marriage and death announcements to 
business activities to criminal cases as both victims and perpetrators, the regularity with which 
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Jews appear in the papers without obvious anti-Jewish commentary demonstrates the subtlety of 
Jewish assimilation.   
 
Genre, Gender, and Female Mastery of the Sexual Contract 
Haywood published The Fair Hebrew at the tail end of one of the most prolific periods of 
her career. During this period she produced mostly amatory fiction and secret histories. The Fair 
Hebrew falls into both categories. Although the two genres overlap in many ways, it is helpful to 
understand how they differ from one another because each brings to bear complimentary 
political and social critiques. The secret history has its roots in historiography and the 
development of liberal thought. Annabel Patterson characterizes secret history as a genre 
founded on the liberal notion of the public’s right to information trumping the royal prerogative 
of secrecy.301 Rebecca Bullard develops this argument to suggest that the concept of revelation 
that defines the genre points to a desire to challenge orthodox versions of recent historical events, 
or, as McKeon notes: secret history serves as “both a logical entailment and a solution to the 
problem of the fact that history gets written by the winners.”302 While both Patterson and Bullard 
concentrate almost exclusively on the explicitly political instantiations of the form, McKeon 
explains how it came to be used as a formal process of domestication in the development of the 
public/private divide. Like Patterson, McKeon also situates the genre within the history of 
liberalism, which with its concept of individual rights prompted the division of knowledge 
McKeon describes. In this way, McKeon demonstrates more powerfully than Bullard or 
Patterson how private constructs, like the family; spaces, like the home; and activities, like 
sexual and erotic encounters become stand-ins for the state, government, and corrupt power. By 
narrating family crises, authors of secret histories narrate and imagine solutions to public crises.  
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The family as state dichotomy commingles well with the related genre of amatory fiction, 
which focuses more explicitly on female sexuality. Like secret history, amatory fiction has in 
recent years been firmly situated within the history of the development of the novel, adding to 
our understanding of how women used the genre to challenge patriarchal political and gender 
ideologies. Like her predecessors Behn and Manley, Haywood's amatory fiction uses the 
conventions of women whose sexuality undermines patriarchal to explore the relationship 
between gender and politics. As a form, amatory fiction usually depicts a young woman who 
indulges in sexual desire that ultimately causes her downfall. Although the morality of the early 
eighteenth-century demanded these misbehaving women be punished by the end of the story, the 
stories themselves spend much more time exploring in detail the erotic nature of female agency. 
The punishments to which the female characters are subjected often make up only a small 
portion of the text (even as small as a single line), and are therefore often overwhelmed by the 
scandalous eroticism of the heroine’s earlier behavior. Regarding Haywood’s amatory fictions 
specifically, Paula Backscheider makes note of how Haywood’s refusal to punish her 
protagonists according to “traditional ways…sends the reader back to her texts, their multiple 
meanings, and their possible interpretations,” thereby creating “new possibilities for action, 
identity, and judgement.”303 Thus, amatory fiction provides female readers with both an escapist 
fantasy that indulges their erotic curiosity and challenges the expectations that women's desire 
and agency should be subordinated to masculine authority. 
One of the foundational ideologies underpinning both the amatory form and the erotic 
secret histories that commingle with it is that of the sexual contract. While the social contract as 
understood in the classic Enlightenment literature of Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau asserts male 
individuality as a precursor for and a result of the relationship between an individual and the 
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state, the sexual contract translates that political relationship into sexual and gendered terms. The 
sexual contract requires the willing submission of a woman to a man predicated on the contract 
of marriage. Marriage simultaneously grants and rescinds a woman's agency: she must willingly 
submit to masculine authority in order to successfully exercise her own agency.  
The success of the sexual contract, like the social contract, relies on the erasure of the 
idea’s fictionality. Later domestic fiction often appears to gloss over the instabilities inherent in 
the narrative of the sexual contract: the simultaneous instantiation and destruction of individual 
agency becomes a natural consequence of female inferiority.304 Amatory fiction, however, makes 
no attempt to gloss over the violence of the sexual contract does to female agency. In fact, that 
might even be its raison d'être. Amatory heroines are often hyper-aware of the sexual contract, or 
if they are not they become so by the end of the novel. They often use their awareness to further 
their own ends. In her reading of The City Jilt, for example, Kirsten Saxton has shown how 
Haywood manipulates the familiar patriarchal "didactic masterplot" by using satire to explode 
the "narrative cohesion" of the novel form.305 By telling the tale of female erotic and financial 
revenge, Haywood reveals the formal, fictional structure of both the novel and the social and 
moral codes that restrain female agency.306  
The Fair Hebrew bears some striking similarities to Haywood’s earlier and more familiar 
novella, The City Jilt, which emphasizes the ways in which patriarchy disenfranchises women 
from their own fates and what a woman must do if she is to take control of her body and fortune. 
In The City Jilt, Glicera is seduced by Melladore on the promise of marriage. When her father 
dies suddenly and leaves her without a portion, Melladore abandons the now pregnant woman. 
Although “she had not the least reason to suspect, but that as soon as Decency for the Death of 
her Father would permit, she should become his Wife,” Melladore has other plans:  
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“But vastly different now were his Designs, the real Love he had was to the Wealth of 
which he expected she would be posses’d; but that being lost, his Passion also vanish’d, 
and left behind it only that part of Desire which tends to Enjoyment;—the nobler 
Inclinations all were fled, and brutal Appetite alone remained” (6-7).307  
As Catherine Craft-Fairchild points out, Glicera had been an “object of exchange between two 
men, her father and her lover.”308 Glicera attempts to force to Melladore to honor the marriage 
contract, but she fails to understand that her value lies in her monetary exchangeability between 
men.309 Without attached wealth, she herself has little value beyond her ability satisfy a man’s 
base desires.  
Because she has already allowed Melladore to satisfy those base desires, Glicera loses 
whatever remaining value she had. As Melladore points out: “The very word Desire implies an 
Impossibility of continuing after the Enjoyment of that which first caused its being:— Those 
Longings, those Impatiences so pleasing to your Sex, cannot but be lost in Possession, for who 
can wish for what he has already?” (16). As Melladore makes clear, Glicera has already given to 
him anything he could want from her, for she has nothing other than her "Enjoyment" to barter 
with. Regardless of whether or not she gave her body to him under the expectation of a marriage 
contract, without her father, there is no one to whom Melladore owes anything.  
Glicera’s recognition of her situation comes with another important realization: it is at 
this moment that Glicera recognizes her complicity “in allowing her own self-destruction:”310 
“now was she touch’d with a just Sensibility of the Crime she had been guilty of to Heaven and 
to herself” (8 emphasis mine). In this way, Haywood acknowledges that women consistently 
erase their own agency by failing to recognize their position as object within the sexual contract. 
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She suggests that women have the ability to change the conditions of their lives by using the 
rules of exchange to their advantage—and this is exactly what Glicera does.  
Finally recognizing her position as an object of exchange, Glicera vows revenge and 
begins to manipulate her object-hood to exact it. She sets herself up as an object to be had “by 
way of a Bargain,” promising her sexual favors in exchange for monetary reimbursement (48). 
Operating on the promise of sexual exchange, but never fulfilling it, she manipulates the men 
around her. Because she has no male figure who can operate as her agent, she sets her admirers 
against one another as they compete for her favors. In this way, she maintains the position of 
object of exchange, but secretly acts as her own agent. The men around her view themselves as 
the agents of the transactions because that is the narrative they expect to encounter.311  
In the end, Glicera tricks her elderly and self-important suitor, the alderman Grubguard, 
into transferring to her the mortgage he holds on Melladore’s estate to her. In exchange for the 
mortgage, Glicera implies that she will become Grubguard’s mistress but instead sends him away 
after telling him that she “rais’d thy hopes to make thy fall from them at once more shocking, 
and receiv’d thy Presents by way of Payment, for the pains I have taken to reform thee, which 
sure, if not incorrigible, this Treatment will” (54). While Grubguard though he was operating 
within the framework of the sexual contract, he instead finds himself operating within an entirely 
different framework— one that places women in a position to determine the object of exchange. 
In this case, Grubguard has purchased a moral lesson rather than a mistress, much to his chagrin. 
Unlike Glicera, Kesiah, in The Fair Hebrew, proves to be exceptionally aware of and able to 
manipulate the sexual contract from the very beginning. The novella begins with a standard 
seduction plot but soon turns that plot on its head by revealing Kesiah’s ability to manipulate it 
and the sexual contract that underpins it.  
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Kesiah’s success hinges on her ability to see the machinery of the sexual contract and its 
manifestation, the seduction plot, more clearly than her erstwhile lover, Dorante. Haywood 
characterizes Dorante as a typical amatory hero: having returned from his European tour, 
Dorante, "Heir to a considerable Estate" takes "it into his head one day to go, with some of his 
Companions, to the Jews synagogue" (B1v). seeing a handkerchief dropped from above, he 
resolves to "force into the Place where the ladies [are]" (B2r). Easily overcoming the old man 
guarding the entrance to the women's section of the synagogue, he and his friends force their way 
in and locate the woman who dropped the handkerchief--Kesiah. Dorante cannot see Kesiah's 
face because it is "close muffled in her Hood," according to "Custom" (Jewish women 
traditionally cover their heads during services) (B2r). But, Dorante knows that Kesiah is the 
woman he seeks because she has her glove off, showing off "the Delicacy of her Hand, as well as 
the Lustre of a fine Ring, which he had taken particular notice of, it being a large Emrald with a 
Diamond drill'd through the middle" (B2r). In this case, wealth equals assured beauty. Unable to 
resist the temptation, Dorante "remove[s] the Obstacle from the Head of the fair Israelite" to 
reveal "two Eye of such an angry Radience" that "at once charmed and awed his Boldness" 
(B2r). Before he can say a word to excuse his rash behavior, the whole of the synagogue 
descends upon him and "partly by Force, and partly by Persuasions, at length, got them out of 
that forbidden Place" (B2r).  
Dorante's actions are predicated on his authority over both space and bodies. He assumes 
a right to enter a place generally forbidden to his gender and to violate the person of a woman in 
a public space. He operates under the assumption of rights granted to him by the social contract: 
the ability to operate publicly and dominate those not covered by the same rights of citizenship 
as he. The Jewish community would not have much recourse to his interruption of services, nor 
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to such a violation of a female member of the congregation—especially since the violation is 
"mild" in that it causes no physical or monetary damage. The narrator attempts to excuse his 
actions as simply one among many "youthful Frollicks," i.e. standard behavior for men of his 
wealth and social standing (B1v). And yet, despite the attempt to downplay Dorante's violation, 
we can still read his actions as recognizably outrageous. Kesiah's angry eyes and the force 
exerted by the male members of the congregation indicate a justifiable resistance to Dorante's 
entitlement. This justification of Kesiah’s resistance demonstrates the extent to which Dorante's 
actions rehearse the recognizable script of the fiction of both the social and sexual contracts. He 
remains secure in his presumption of privilege because although he recognizes aggressiveness of 
his actions, he does not acknowledge or care that his power relies on the disenfranchisement of 
others. 
Dorante has less success erasing the fiction of the sexual contract, largely because Kesiah 
will not allow him to do so. Dorante attempts to "steal" Kesiah's virtue away from her father by 
communicating directly with her in secret. Following her home from the synagogue, he sends a 
servant to lie in wait with a message professing his love and his apology for assaulting her in the 
synagogue. Although he assures Kesiah that he "love[s] [her] more than Life, and that nothing 
can afford [him] so sensible a Pleasure as the Means to give…Proofs of it," he also entreats her 
to recognize the need to keep their relationship secret: "I need not enumerate the many Obstacles 
which prevent my paying you those publick Devoirs, which are your Beauty's due, you know 
them too well, and that will I hope be a sufficient Excuse for my entreating you will accept the 
Offer I make you of my Eternal services in the Way I am allowed to do it" (B3v). The primary 
obstacle Dorante refers to is Kesiah's Judaism, which makes her an unsuitable match for 
someone of his social stature.  
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In his seduction attempt, Dorante plays upon Kesiah's recognition of her lack of agency. 
Her beauty deserves the public attribution due to women of his own class, but her religion 
prevents it. Whether Dorante refers here to marriage or simply a public flirtation matters little. 
The necessity for secrecy derives from his unwillingness to associate himself with the Jewish 
community through public acknowledgment of its equality. He couches his desire in the 
language of love rather than contract, which places Kesiah's beauty and desirability outside the 
public sphere. He depends upon Kesiah’s own recognition of the unsuitability of their match, 
which he asserts she "know[s]…too well." In this, he simultaneously grants her the agency of 
choice and denies her ability to use that agency to exceed her place. He counts on her desire to 
extend beyond the boundaries of her community, to interact with and to command the love of a 
powerful yet forbidden fruit even as he subtly insists upon her inability to attain and hold such a 
prize. In this way, he highlights the alterity of her position.  
For her part, Kesiah demonstrates not only awareness of her limited agency—both within 
and without the Jewish community—but also the will to use that agency to manipulate the sexual 
contract. Kesiah wants out of the Jewish community and out of Judaism. And, she sees Dorante 
as her ticket to a new life:  
The strict Restraint she was kept in by her Parents, had heightened her Desire of Liberty, 
and she looked on their Care, as a kind of Bondage. To add to all this, she had an 
Aversion, not only for all the Men of her Religion, but also for the Laws and Customs of 
the Religion itself, and desired nothing more than to become a Christian. Dorante’s 
Person and Principles were both Charming to her, and she resolved not only to encourage 
his Addresses, but also, if she found his Pretentions honourable, to quit every Thing for 
him (B4v). 
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Where Dorante assumes Kesiah’s naivetée makes her a good target for seduction, Kesiah sees 
Dorante’s seduction as a tool for her larger goals of “Liberty” and escape from “Bondage.” 
Despite Dorante’s assumption, Kesiah is not naive. She recognizes that Dorante’s intentions may 
not be “honourable” and resolves to take the chance in hopes that she can bring him around. She 
sees her position as one of necessity: “The Modesty inherent to Virginity, would not suffer her to 
think she had entred into an Intrigue with a young Gentleman in this clandestine Manner, without 
some Mixture of shame; but the Liking she had to him, and the Apprehensions that she should 
perhaps be forced to Marry a Jew, if she did not dispose of herself otherwise, made her chuse 
rather to sustain this little shock than be exposed to so terrible a Misfortune” (C1v). Kesiah likes 
Dorante well enough but she is far more concerned with avoiding the “terrible…Misfortune” of 
being forced to marry a Jew than she is with romantic notions of illicit desire.  
Recognizing that her alterity provides her an opportunity to negotiate without seeming to 
employ strategy, Kesiah responds to Dorante’s letter with fawning compliments about both his 
love and his religion. She excuses his behavior in the synagogue by claiming that because she is 
not “a Bigot in the Religion to which [she has] been educated” she cannot view his actions as an 
“unpardonable Fault” (C1r). similarly, she implies that because of “the good Will” she “bear[s] 
[his] Principles” she could also never “believe that a Christian can be guilty of a base Action” 
(C1r). Having established her unquestioning credulity, she then goes on to claim that “As for the 
Passion” he espouses, she has “past the few Years of [her] life in too close a Restraint to be any 
Judge of it at all, much less know what to think of it in a Person so entirely a stranger” to her 
(C1r). Only “Time and Perserverance” can tell whether she has “made any serious Impression on 
[his] heart” (C1r). In this way, Kesiah intimates that she is far too naive and inexperienced to 
ever believe that any Christian man, especially one such as Dorante, could have the ill intention 
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of destroying her innocence. And so, of course, Kesiah agrees to receive his letters “as 
frequently” as Dorante pleases to write them, provided he “observe[s] the proper Circumspection 
in the Delivery of them” (). However, their correspondence must remain a secret, “The least 
suspicion of such a Correspondence being of the utmost Prejudice to what [Dorante] at present 
term[s’ [his] Inclinations, as well as to the Repose of Kesiah" (C1v). With this argument, Kesiah 
suggests that she recognizes a public declaration of Dorante’s interest will lead to her ruin. 
Because she has grander plans, she is quite willing to maintain secrecy.  
To Dorante, Kesiah’s desire for secrecy more likely reads as the concern of a girl who 
knows enough to recognize the unsuitability of their match but not enough to avoid the 
temptation to enter into it. He had been regretting writing to her, assuming that he could not 
overcome the “Disdain she looked upon him when he threw back her Hood” (C2r). But Kesiah’s 
encouraging reply sends him into “Extacies” and feeds into his own perception of the tenor of 
their relationship: a passionate seduction filled with intrigue rather than a calculated plan (C2r). 
Haywood neatly illustrates Dorante’s failure to recognize the possibility of Kesiah’s motives by 
referencing and rewriting the second stanza of Rochester’s song “Give Me Leave to Rail at You” 
(1667).312 Rochester’s original reads:  
Kindness has resistless Charms, 
All besides but weakly move; 
Fiercest Anger it disarms, 
And clips the Wings of flying Love. 
Beauty does the Heart invade, 
Kindness only can persuade; 
It gilds the Lover's servile Chain, 
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And makes the slaves grow pleas'd again. 
Rochester’s poem offers a lament on the tortures of love and the impact of kindness in assuaging 
it. Haywood, however, revises the poem to illustrate the danger kindness poses to lovers who 
willingly deceive themselves about their partner’s character: 
Kindness has resistless Charms, 
All Things else but faintly warms 
It gilds the Lover’s servile Chain, 
And makes the slave grow pleas’d and vain (C2r emphasis mine) 
Haywood leaves the majority of the lines untouched but tellingly eliminates the references to 
Love. Even more tellingly, she changes the final line to specifically refer to Dorante’s (or 
perhaps all lovers’s?) vanity in seeing what he wants to see in Kesiah rather than recognizing her 
ability to think beyond the prescribed romantic script. The lover’s pleasure in kindness, instead 
of a healing balm to a slave of passion, becomes the means by which he can be enslaved to his 
own arrogance. Like Grubguard in The City Jilt, Dorante deceived himself. 
Thus, when Kesiah and Dorante finally meet again, he falls neatly into the trap she has 
laid for him. In the face of his protestations of eternal love and devotion, Kesiah tells him that 
“she would scruple to afford no Testimonies of her good Will to him, provided his Requests 
transgress’d not the Bounds of Honour” (C2v). She claims that “she had too much Cause to fear 
the specious Pretences of Love he made her, were so many Baits for her Undoing; and, that if he 
would not resolve to become her Husband, she would withdraw all farther Conversation with 
him” (C2v). Shocked, Dorante scrambles to cover himself and fend off her demands by insisting 
that while he would, of course, love to spend “his whole Life with her…the Difference of the 
Religions in which they were educated, would take away all Possibility of what she desired” 
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(C2v-C3r). Dorante cannot marry her because he is a Christian and Kesiah a Jew. To do so 
would risk “forfeiting his Father’s Affection, and the World’s Esteem of his Prudence” (C3v). 
Kesiah, of course, has an answer for this objection: she will convert. Here, Kesiah tests 
Dorante’s commitment to her by pointing out that once she elopes and converts she will lose any 
and all inheritance and maybe even her life, should the Jewish community find her. In 
comparison to herself, Kesiah argues, Dorante risks very little other than his father’s temporary 
censure. She is confident that her beauty and virtue will soon overcome even his father’s 
objections.  
Kesiah has bet on Dorante’s desire for her overcoming his reason, and she is swiftly 
proven to be the better player. For, although “it had never entered into [Dorante’s] Head to make 
her his Wife,” his desire soon overwhelms any rational objection:  
The more he reflected, the more he determined never to be guilty of what he knew he 
must expect no Pardon for, and swore to himself to think on her no more. But how vain is 
Reason when oppos’d to love, he had the fatal Dart fast sticking in his Heart! and tho’ he 
felt not the Pain of it in the first Hurry of Surprize at her Behaviour, yet it soon returned 
with double Anguish on him, her Beauty, and her Professions of Virtue, set her before the 
Eyes of his Imagination, in so charming a Light, that he began to think he could not 
suffer too much for so meritorious an Object. In fine, his Passion got the better, and all 
overwhelmed in a Torrent of Desire, he resolved to venture every Thing for her 
Enjoyment (C3v). 
Haywood is clear: Dorante is willing to risk everything for the fulfillment of his desire. More 
than that, his desire for Kesiah stems not only from her beauty and physical attractiveness, but 
also from Dorante’s perception of Kesiah’s virtue. By refusing anything but marriage, Kesiah 
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has successfully removed herself from the position of seducible object of desire and instead 
positioned herself as marriageable woman deserving of Dorante’s name. By playing upon 
Dorante’s willingness to erase the narrative of the sexual contract Kesiah takes control of its 
outcome. Dorante, meanwhile, is left to believe himself in possession of a great “Treasure” 
(D2r).  
Kesiah continues to exert her agency and her control over Dorante after she converts and 
they are married. Dorante initially refuses to admit his marriage to his father because he fears the 
loss of his father’s esteem and financial support. Having married Kesiah and knowing she comes 
from wealth, he knows she will not be satisfied living in the reduced circumstances the loss of 
his father’s support is sure to place them in. When his father indeed cuts Dorante off, neither he 
nor Kesiah exercises frugality, which inevitably leads to Dorante’s financial ruin. Haywood 
singles out Kesiah as being particularly “Proud, vain Glorious, and Extravagant, in her Diet and 
Apparel,” which quickly reduces them to “the last Guinea” (E1r). Kesiah also bears 
responsibility for encouraging Dorante to borrow from friends on the expectation of his 
inheritance. But, despite these descriptions, Kesiah does not bear sole responsibility. Dorante is 
as much to blame because “Neither of them had yet had any occasion to practise frugality, and 
being wholly unacquainted with a narrowness of Circumstances, cou’d not tell how to Contract 
their Expences proportionable to their present Condition” (E1r). While Kesiah’s vanity 
encourages Dorante, he is not a helpless victim to her greed.  
Even so, we might see Haywood’s singling out of Kesiah’s pride and vanity as evidence 
of a negative depiction of Judaism. Kesiah’s final actions suggest that she has few redeeming 
qualities: once Dorante lands in prison for his and Abimelech’s debts she refuses to live with him 
in debtor’s prison. Whenever she visits she reproaches him “with the Misfortunes he had fallen 
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into meerly for the Love of her, and a too blind acquiescing to all her expensive Desires” (G4v). 
Even worse, when Dorante’s father offers to pay off his debt should he agree to be disowned, 
Kesiah uses “her utmost Insinuations with her Husband to comply, on Condition the old 
Gentleman wou’d advance a small Sum more” (H1r). When Dorante relents and entrusts Kesiah 
with the task of receiving the money and paying his debt, she abandons him and absconds with 
the money: “having been seduced by the Addresses of a young Gentleman in order to leave 
England, she had consented to be Partaker of his Travels, and had carried with her the Price of 
her unhappy Spouse’s Liberty, not discharging even the smallest Debt for which he was 
confin’d” (H1v). Kesiah chooses not to tether herself to a man she has deemed unworthy, largely 
because he was foolish enough to fall for her. 
This depiction of Kesiah seems to resonate with common Jewish stereotypes: she is 
greedy, selfish, and untrustworthy. She is dangerous to Christian men and to the stability of the 
Christian family (which acts as an analog to the State). And yet, when read within the framework 
of amatory fiction, Kesiah seems largely indistinguishable from similar amatory heroines such as 
Glicera in The City Jilt. Like Glicera, Kesiah recognizes her lack of agency and finds ways to 
circumvent the limits society places upon her. She rejects the fiction of the sexual contract and 
transforms herself into the agent of her own exchange. I find it especially telling that the genre of 
amatory fiction—the genre most identifiably associated with giving power to disenfranchised 
characters—provides the only space for a Jewish female protagonist to challenge the social and 
political structures that confine her.  
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Anti-Jewish Rhetoric and Skeptical Reading 
Although Haywood initially characterizes the community in terms exotic, noting that the 
Synagogue that Dorante visits was “An improper Place…to search for Beauty in, those People 
never suffering their Females to appear with Faces uncovered at their Devotion,” her Jews 
significantly lack the exoticism her words imply (B1v). The most notable lack of exoticism is 
that not one of the Jewish characters, good or bad, has an accent. Frank Felsenstein, James 
Shapiro, and Michael Ragussis have all well-established the ways in which dialect and accent 
were consistently used in portrayals of Jews and other ethnicities to delineate the lines of 
belonging and identify these others as "degenerate" in some way.313 Even by the end of the 
eighteenth century, Jews were often depicted as speaking with thick accents a kind of Jewish 
"gibberish" (i.e. faux Yiddish) that immediately marked their difference and hindered attempts to 
pass. Ragussis points specifically to Samson Gideon, one of the period’s most famous Jews, who 
was often depicted “as having the foreign speech of an Ashkenazi pedlar or old-clothes man, 
even though he was a Sephardi who had been born in London.”314 Haywood eschews this most 
obvious marker of difference. Kesiah speaks and writes with an elegance equal to other amatory 
heroines, as does the other “Jewish Lad[y],” Miriam, to whom the title refers. Kesiah’s brother 
speaks similarly well.  
Perhaps more tellingly, the “villains” of the piece also lack the speech markers that would 
identify them as other. While neither Kesiah’s father—who I hesitate to call a villain but who 
Kesiah represents to Dorante as such—nor Miriam’s Levite uncle speak directly, the narrator 
relates their words smoothly and without dialect. Nor do other characters have trouble 
understanding or communicating with them. For example, in the brief scene between Kesiah’s 
and Dorante’s fathers, Dorante’s father, Morosino, feels sympathy rather than disgust when he 
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hears of the lover’s elopement. After Kesiah’s father presents his evidence in the form of one of 
Dorante’s letters and his “Behavious in the Synagogue,” which is confirmed by Dorante’s 
servant, Morosino feels “the Sorrows of the Lamenting Jew” (D1v). Their interactions 
demonstrate a shared sense of respect for their position as fathers to recalcitrant children. They 
spend hours in each other’s company (at Dorante’s father’s invitation) waiting for Dorante to 
return home. When it becomes clear that Dorante will not appear, Kesiah’s father leaves 
“somewhat better satisfied with the Old Gentleman’s Behavior, than he had been before he saw 
him” and hopes there will still be “a possibility of recovering his Daughter before her Ruin was 
completed, from the Assurances he had receiv’d of his good Will to serve him, and utter 
abhorrence of his Son’s Proceedings” (D1v).  
When Morosino confronts his son, his objections to the elopement stem from Dorante’s 
moral failure and flouting of parental authority. Unable to believe that he intended to marry 
Kesiah, he accuses his son of having “turn’d every way a Libertine” for having “seduced a young 
Maid of the Jewish Religion”—he has not “the most distant Notion that Dorante could have 
actually married Kesiah and suspects he has merely established her as his mistress (D3r). While 
the father cannot comprehend the possibility of a Christian marrying a Jew, he does not fall into 
an anti-Semitic rant nor does he even argue about Kesiah’s unsuitability. Kesiah’s religion seems 
to bear little weight to his objections. Instead, his primary concern stems from the fact that the 
the two eloped, which can only bring dishonor to his family because it violates the social codes 
(and the sexual contract that underpins them) by which he lives. Morosino “wou’d not have the 
Ruin of any one…alleged to [his] Family”—Jew or otherwise—because such dishonor stains his 
family name (D2v). Morosino banishes Dorante from his presence until he has “restor’d the 
Maid to her Parents” (D3r). 
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Kesiah, in her vanity, attempts to smooth the way by writing to Morosino and introducing 
herself as Dorante’s wife. She assures him that she has renounced “her Father, Family, and 
Religion” for love of Dorante. She argues that the marriage proves both her and Dorante’s virtue, 
the “strictest Rules” of which she was educated in. Morosino’s response is worth looking at in 
full, for it demonstrates the complexity of how not only the character, but the work as a whole 
imagines Jewish-Christian relations: 
I have just received a Letter from a Woman who Calls herself your Wife, and I perceive 
is the same Jew on whose Score, I think, I said too much for her to presume to have made 
any such declaration to me, were not both of you as Void of Understanding, as your are 
of Obedience.—I scarce believe you have made so ill an use of the Education I have 
given you, as to throw yourself away in that Manner, and forfeit all hope of ever 
obtaining my pardon.—But in this Stratagem you have form’d to deceive me, be assured 
you have only deceived yourselves: I shall never acknowledge a Person, such as she, for 
my Daughter, nor you for my Son, till great Repentance and a thorough return to Virtue, 
shall obliterate the Memory of your Faults (D4r-D4v). 
Morosino’s primary objection to Kesiah’s letter seems to be its impertinence. Reading 
Morosino’s objections to the ruination of her virtue as sympathy for her, she believes he will 
welcome her into the family upon learning that she has not sacrificed it to lust. But Morosino's 
sympathy lies with Kesiah’s father and the theft Dorante has committed by violating the sexual 
contract that makes Kesiah an object of exchange. As such, Kesiah has no right, in his eyes, to 
write to him. As a woman whose marriage he does not recognize, she cannot write to him 
without first having been introduced. To write claiming familial ties is even more 
presumptuous—thus, Morosino’s objection that both Kesiah and Dorante are “Void of 
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Understanding” and “Obedience.” Neither of the two acknowledges that they have acted outside 
the bounds of social codes that govern them.  
By couching his objections in terms of virtue and obedience, Morosino obscures any 
objection based on religious difference. This does not mean, however, that such objections are 
entirely absent from his thoughts. As the second half of his letter shows, he still refuses to 
believe that the two could actually have married. When he claims that he will “never 
acknowledge a Person, such as she, for my Daughter” he implies that Kesiah’s unsuitability 
extends beyond her impertinence and lack of virtue to a more fundamental unsuitability based on 
religious difference. Morosino’s failure to recognize the possibility of marriage between Kesiah 
and Dorante suggests more than simple anger over the flouting of parental authority. By rejecting 
the social and sexual contracts that guide British lives, the couple undermines the structures that 
prohibit Jews from claiming social (if not legal) equality.  
Morosino had been able to treat Kesiah’s father with respect because both men 
acknowledge to one another the impossibility of a match. Not so with Kesiah, who relies on the 
legal and social barriers the contracts create to remove her from her father’s authority, even as 
she undermines them. The text does not show Morosino contacting Kesiah’s father to 
communicate the couple’s claim to marriage. In fact, Kesiah’s father receives no further mention 
in the text. This absence makes sense. Once Kesiah has converted and married a Christian, her 
father’s legal right to reclaim his daughter ends. Morosino has no obligation—legal or social—to 
inform him of his daughter’s fate. Even more, doing so would serve no purpose—this, more than 
anything, may account for Morosino’s anger and the punishment he enacts by disinheriting 
Dorante, his heir. By exploiting the law to undermine social codes it was designed to protect, 
Morosino knows that he cannot trust his son uphold either.  
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If the text does not object to marriage between a Christian and a Jew, then what purpose 
is served by its explicitly anti-Semitic depiction of child murder? The answer, I believe, lies in 
how we read the scene, which seems so excessively hyperbolic in its presentation that only the 
most credulous readers could read it earnestly. And yet, the plot of Miriam’s story must have 
struck a chord with at least some readers. In 1732, a man called Osborne published a pamphlet 
accusing the Jews of murdering a Jewish woman and her newborn baby because the father was 
Christian.315 Whether Osborne had read Haywood, or whether Haywood was inspired by already 
extant anti-Semitic rumors, there can be no doubt as to the similarity of the two stories. 
Osborne’s accusations resulted in several Jews being attacked in Bond Street. Subsequently, a 
libel case was filed, with Osbourne ultimately being found guilty of libeling the Jewish 
community as a whole (since Osborne had not identified any particular Jews in his accusations). 
H.S. Henriques points out that although the ruling was important, the courts continued to tolerate 
such libel as long as it did not result in breaking the peace. Even so, it is important to note that as 
part of its ruling, the case found Osborne’s accusations entirely unbelievable:  
“the publication of this paper is deservedly punishable in an information for a 
misdemeanour (apparently inciting to a breach of the peace), and that of the highest kind ; 
such sort of advertisements necessarily tending to raise tumults and disorders among the 
people and inflame them with an universal spirit of barbarity against a whole body of 
men, as if guilty of crimes scarce practicable and totally incredible.316”  
As I will discuss in the following pages, Haywood’s version of this story is equally incredible.  
Having been seduced “partly by Force, and partly by Persuasions,” Miriam becomes 
pregnant and is abandoned by her lover, a British soldier. Upon discovering her condition, 
Miriam’s family turns her over to the care of her uncle, a “Levite”—a rabbi—who is present 
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during her confession and who “dwelt with so much Strictness and Vehemence on the Letter of 
the Law, that they dreaded by pardoning [her] to become Sharers in [her] Guilt” (F1r, F4r-F4v). 
She is imprisoned in her room and only taken out when she goes into labor. Then, her uncle takes 
her to an undisclosed location where he plans to murder both her and her child. Because “it was 
judged improper two Persons ally’d to [Miriam] by Blood shou’d undertake to be her 
Executioners, lest both should be overwhelmed by Pity,” Kesiah’s brother, Abimelech, is asked 
to assist, though he is unaware of the uncle’s plans, being told only that he is to assist on a matter 
of great secrecy (G3v). 
As Abimelech fetches the midwife, Miriam’s uncle berates her for the “Heinousness of 
[her] crime” while she suffers wracking contractions (G1r). The midwife arrives, having been 
blindfolded so she could not identify the location, and the uncle threatens her life should she fail 
to deliver the child without questioning the suspicious circumstances. Once the baby comes, the 
uncle “Took the poor Infant, but, instead of caressing, or cherishing it as expected, threw it 
immediately into a great Fire, uttering at the same Time some Words which my excessive Fright 
would not suffer me to observe” (G1v-G2r). The midwife begs to be allowed to leave, and 
Abimelech blindfolds her and takes her home. Once alone again with her uncle, he forces 
Miriam to watch as her infant is consumed by the flames. As she watches and cries, he says to 
her: 
Cease..to waste your Tears and your Complainings on a Thing senseless of them, rather 
reserve them for your own approaching Fate, and think how you will be able to endure 
those transitory Burning, which must immediately destroy that Flesh pampered for Lust 
and Shame. Then remember that, without you have sincerely repented, the same Pains, or 
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worst, must eternally feel on your Soul, when your Body is Ashes. Pray…for you have 
but a moment to live (G2v). 
As he prepares to throw her into the fire, he turns to Abimelech, who has just returned, saying: 
“Now…ABIMELECH, behold the punishment of Unchastity, and be warn’d from all pollution” 
(G3r). Abimelech rushes to Miriam’s defense, drawing his sword and grabbing the uncle by 
throat. The uncle attempts to excuse his actions on the basis of “holy Zeal” but Abimelech, 
having none of it, forces him on pain of death to abandon his plans and promise not to pursue the 
couple as they leave for safety. Abimelech then takes Miriam to his sister, Kesiah, who having 
converted, is “entirely out of the Subjection of the Jewish Laws” (G3v).  
Instead of reveling in anti-Semitic stereotypes of child murder, this scene actually calls 
into question the nature of religious authority, of legal authority, and of the authority of the 
family. None of the other actors present believe the uncle’s justification of “religious zeal.” The 
midwife (likely another Jew) is suspicious and objects to the lack of female assistants and 
accouterments for a newborn. She specifically claims she will not be party to the “Indecency” of 
a male birth assistant (Abimelech) or any kind of “ill Design” and her life is threatened as a 
result. Abimelech, likewise, was deceived about the nature of his assistance. Miriam, of course, 
is entirely unaware of her impending fate. If so many Jews have no expectation that Jewish law 
requires unwed mothers and bastard children to be executed (it does not) then the text clearly 
does not ask even uneducated readers to take the uncle’s claims seriously. In fact, he cites only 
religious zeal as his excuse and does not justify his actions through Jewish law. Instead, when 
Abimelech questions him, the uncle counters “by representing to him the Character of a Levite, 
and the Respect which, in all Ages of the World, were paid by the Jews to their Rabbi” (G3r). 
His excuse equates to an admonition not to question either religious authority or his elders, 
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which is especially unconvincing for a man previously described as dwelling with “so much 
Strictness and Vehemence on the Letter of the Law.” If the law did indeed justify such murder, 
surely the uncle would have protested as much. Instead, he clearly realizes that he has no 
justification for his actions beyond sadistic cruelty and a disturbing obsession with purity, and so 
is forced to retreat.  
The uncle’s revenge on Miriam for her loss of virtue shares structural similarities to 
Morosino’s disinheritance of Dorante. Like Miriam, when Dorante is at his lowest—bankrupt, 
imprisoned, and harangued as a failure by the woman for whom he sacrificed his familial and 
financial security, Morosino continues to exert his will over his son as revenge for his 
“Disobedience.” By acting without legal sanction, the Levite uncle illustrates the text’s larger 
concern with corrupt systems of authority. Those in power act with impunity either because they 
rely on the oppressed to have less understanding of their rights than the authorities. Using the 
cloak of authority for corrupt ends necessarily evacuates that authority of moral standing.  
The difficulty with this reading is that it begins to elide the power difference between the 
Christian state and the much less powerful Jewish community. Although the Levite uncle and 
Morosino’s actions are structurally similar abuses of authority, they are not parallel. Morosino 
manipulates the law to cast Dorante out of its protective sphere. Miriam’s uncle lays claim to 
legal authority that in fact does not exist. Rabbinic law, even if it did allow for Miriam and her 
child’s execution, would still be subordinate to British law, which did not call for such 
punishment. Miriam and Abimelech have recourse that Dorante does not, and they seek it when 
they convert to Christianity in order to “screen themselves from the Jewish Power” (G4r).  
In this sense, Miriam and Abimelech differ little from Kesiah, who also recognizes the 
weak position of the Jewish community. All three use the authority of the state subvert the 
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authority of the Jewish community. But in doing so, they only call out the extent to which their 
positions have not changed: Miriam and Abimelech flee to Holland and disappear from the 
narrative, leaving only their incurred debt behind. Haywood suggests that Abimelech either runs 
afoul of adverse “Fortune,” or that “he wanted the Will, if not the Power” to find success outside 
of England (G4r). One way or another, he finds only failure and adversity after conversion. 
Kesiah, meanwhile, continues to forced to the edges of society. Marriage and conversion, rather 
than freeing her, only cement her reputation as someone undeserving of the protection afforded 
to young Christian women who follow the rules. marriage no longer represents escape; instead, it 
has become a burden, both financially and socially. When Kesiah chooses to leave Dorante, also 
fleeing the country that has tantalized yet thwarted her opportunities, she still finds no relief. Her 
ship is captured by pirates and she and the other passengers are “carried to Madagascar, to 
continue in a hard and perpetual slavery; non ever being permitted to return from that Place, even 
tho’ they had Friends capable of ransoming them” (H2v). Of course, neither Kesiah nor her lover 
can “boast” of the sort of friends that would redeem them, if it were allowed (H2v).  
For all her plotting, Kesiah cannot win, suggesting that Jews themselves, even if they 
convert, remain barred from full enjoyment of civil life. The novella as a secret history reveals 
the machinery of both Church and State, which function together as a double form of oppression. 
Haywood depicts each as promising enfranchisement through conversion and marriage, only 
renege after the deeds are done, justifying the breach of promise through unwritten social codes 
that are ultimately proved arbitrary. And so, The Fair Hebrew operates as a critique of arbitrary 
power. But it does more than that. By asking readers to identify with a character who is doubly 
oppressed—both female and Jewish—Haywood suggests that the disenfranchised have 
something to offer one another. 
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Chapter 5: “Public Abuse or Private Scandal”: Jewish Citizenship, Assimilation, and the 
Public Crisis of British Masculinity in Haywood’s Invisible Spy 
 
Eliza Haywood’s four-volume fictionalized periodical The Invisible Spy (1755) has one 
of the more surreal premises of eighteenth-century literature: its narrator, Exploralibus, obtains 
an invisibility belt and a magic tablet that records everything said in its presence and which can 
only be erased by the breath of a virgin. And so, Exploralibus—which is, of course, a pen 
name—does what any enterprising person with an invisibility belt and a magic tablet that can 
only be erased by the breath of a virgin would do: he buys a young child, locks her in a tower 
with a widow caretaker to preserve her complete and utter innocence, dons his invisibility belt, 
sneaks into the homes of his friends and acquaintances, records all of their dirty secrets, and 
publishes them for the world to see. His purpose?:  
to pluck off the mask of hypocrisy from the seeming saint;— to expose vice and folly in 
all their various modes and attitudes; to strip a bad action of all the specious pretences 
made to conceal or palliate it, and shew it in its native ugliness (1.23).  
At the same time, he claims to have:  
the means to rescue injur’d innocence from the cruel attacks begun by envy and scandal, 
and propagated by prejudice and ill-nature— In fine, I am enabled, by this precious gift, 
to set both things and persons in their proper colours” (1.23).  
Exploralibus intends, then, to use the public recitation of bad behavior to expose and regulate the 
private actions of London citizenry. Exploralibus assures readers he eschews his invisibility belt 
in public locations, but in doing so he minimizes the chance of exposure and exercises more 
control over his invisibility, creating not only agency but social control. He blends in in public by 
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virtue of being visible and appearing like everyone else. By assuring readers where he will not 
go with his invisibility belt Exploralibus would seem to imply that those public areas are safe, 
that readers may behave without any fear of secret observation. However, Exploralibus' claim 
fails to offer real reassurance, because although he may not be observing readers' behavior under 
the cover of his invisibility, he will still be present publicly, and worse, readers will have no 
knowledge that the person they may interact with, or who may witness their activities, has 
knowledge of their private activities as well. Therefore, although he implies that readers have no 
need to modify their public behavior beyond the bounds of accepted social norms, Exploralibus' 
secret knowledge of their private doings may still give him leverage over their public behavior. 
Readers must always be on guard. In this way, as Anthony Pollock has argued, Exploralibus 
operates as the epitome of the Addisonian masculine ideal (spectatorial, performative, 
moralizing, and ultimately hypocritical) that Haywood rejects in much of her work, including her 
other, more well-known essay periodical, the Female Spectator. In The Invisible Spy, the mask of 
benign, paternalistic cultural reformer becomes perverted by the illicitness of Exploralibus’s 
observational practice—because he can follow his subjects home, and trespass the boundaries of 
public action and private thought, his project reveals itself to be far more transgressive and 
threatening than Mr. Spectator ever could be.317  
My own interest in The Invisible Spy lies its timely response to a key piece of legislation 
before Parliament in the mid-1750s: The Jewish Naturalization Bill of 1753.318 I argue that this 
text offers an important examination of the crisis of British masculinity prompted by the passage 
of the Jew Bill, as it came to be called in common parlance. Building on her exploration of the 
Jewish Question begun in The Fair Hebrew (1729), this time with an explicit focus on the issue 
of Jewish citizenship, Haywood critiques this crisis through her protagonist Exploralibus. 
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Despite his repeated claims to be uninterested in the Bill, he re-enacts the fears his readers 
express: through his use of an invisibility belt, he infiltrates private homes to expose private, 
usually sexual, secrets. Exploralibus' dangerously aggressive masculinity is coded not simply as 
Jewish, but as assimilated—it allows him to move unseen through British society and access 
private spaces to disempower citizens in the public sphere. Thus, he exposes the hidden 
corruption upon which patriarchal authority is built while simultaneously capitalizing on the 
power his own masculinity grants him to disempower his rivals. In this way, I show how 
Haywood extends her career-long critique of patriarchy to suggest that its weakness lies not in 
infiltration from the outside, but from systemic, internal corruption. Furthermore, I demonstrate 
that The Invisible Spy is crucial to understanding the position of Jews in the 1750s specifically 
and the whole of the eighteenth century more broadly: able to participate in British society and 
culture, provided they kept their Jewishness private.   
I begin with a brief history of The Invisible Spy and a review of what little scholarship on 
it exists. The Invisible Spy, despite its relative obscurity in Haywood’s canon today, was one of 
her more popular works during the eighteenth, going through a total of seven English editions 
and one German translation.319 Its topical focus on London social life and politics leading up to 
the election of 1754 and its form, that of a somewhat novelistic essay-periodical, lend themselves 
to explorations of Haywood’s politics, her journalism, and her authorial persona. Paula 
Backscheider writes that The Invisible Spy “is about the power of print—ethical, economic, and 
political.”320 In particular, Backscheider notes Haywood’s condemnation of the ways an 
“unscrupulous” press can manipulate public perception of important political issues like the 
Jewish Naturalization and Clandestine Marriage Bills or even divert attention away from those 
issues to ones more sensational, like the Elizabeth Canning case.321 While historians like Dana 
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Rabin have demonstrated that the Canning case, with its attendant furor in the press, and the 
propaganda war over the Jew Bill share aesthetic and ideological concerns about race, empire, 
and British national identity, Backscheider’s point about Haywood’s concern over the power of 
the press is well taken.322 But, the political influence of the press relates also to the emergence of 
the public sphere. Haywood’s journalism, including the Invisible Spy, demonstrates the 
relationship between the press, the public sphere, and gender, and this is what Anthony Pollock 
emphasizes in his reading. Pollock argues that Exploralibus models Addisonian masculinity and 
situates his failure to protect female characters who are often violently assaulted within 
Haywood’s oft-adopted critique of patriarchal authority.323  
Addison and Steele’s The Spectator remains one of the earliest spectatorial fictions—a 
genre that relies on the relationship between observation and writing to construct authority—to 
figure the spectatorial observer as male, thereby excluding women from the power to see and 
say.324 Juliette Merritt has argued that Explorabilus, as spy rather than spectator, occupies a 
position that lacks authority (spies are not to be trusted and are ethically suspect) but holds 
power, which makes his character a viable discursive proxy for marganalized women writers.325 
Kathryn King also suggests that Exploralibus, rather than being the male spectatorial observer 
that Pollock describes, acts as a stand-in for Haywood herself.326 While King ultimately concedes 
that Explorabilus's persona reads as masculine, she plays upon the gender ambiguity Haywood 
introduces at the beginning of the text (when Explorabilus suggests "whether I am even a man or 
a woman, [readers] will find it, after all their conjectures, as difficult to discover as the 
longitude”) as well as the deliberate ambiguity about authorial identity in the text’s marketing 
campaign to argue that the text primarily acts as “a meditation on authorship in the time of 
politics, publicity and the emerging public sphere.”327 King suggests that the conceit of the virgin 
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in the tower depicts the violent separation of literary production from embodied female sexuality.  
Eve Taylor Bannet takes the question of authorship and gender ambiguity in a different 
direction when she reads The Invisible Spy as a secret history that reveals Haywood's polemical 
stance on the novel form and which highlights her contributions to the genre. By making explicit 
the narrative devices of the secret history, Bannet argues, Haywood resists both the mid-century 
trend that sought to collapse the genre of history and secret history into each other and the trend 
toward narrative realism that imagined the omniscient narrator as spectatorial, i.e. disinterested. 
Both King and Rachel Carnell find the narrative tropes of secret history revealing of Haywood’s 
politics, if only in the sense, as Carnell argues, that the slipperiness of the genre explains the 
difficulty scholars have in pinning down their nuances.328 Carnell finds continuity in Haywood’s 
use of secret history tropes, and like King, suggests that they reveal much about Haywood’s 
desire to control her authorial persona.  
This short review demonstrates some key points of entry to The Invisible Spy. First, for 
all its strangeness, this text operates within Haywood's characteristically proto-feminist 
wheelhouse: the majority of vignettes Exploralibus relates deal with cheating spouses, bad 
parents, wayward children who elope, seduction, rape, and other forms of violent assault against 
women. Entwined with these concerns is the idea that authority, whether parental, spousal, 
religious, or governmental can be subverted or perverted through the sexual misconduct, and that 
women, in particular, suffer for it. As an observer who records and publishes the misdeeds of 
individuals and the failure of the system to protect its most vulnerable members (as in the case of 
Alinda, who is forced by a corrupt Parson into a contract that prohibits her marrying without his 
consent and obligates her to support him for life) Exploralibus appears to speak truth to power, 
although the effectiveness of his speech is questionable given his own spectatorial position. 
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As in The Fair Hebrew, Haywood uses the conceits of secret histories: revelation and 
concealment in the figure of Exploralibus to expose systemic corruption, and, I will argue, tie 
that corruption to anti-Jewish rhetoric. Even more, through Exploralibus’s ambiguous identity, 
Haywood points both toward the ways in which Jews were already a part of the fabric of British 
life and to the ways Jews remained Other. While I do not find Exploralibus’s gender to be as 
suspect as do other critics, its ambiguity resonates with the often queer depiction of Jewish 
masculinity. While they were usually imagined as effeminate, anti-Jewish rhetoric easily slipped 
Jewish men into the role of hyper-masculine aggressors during times of crisis, such as in the case 
of the fight over Jewish naturalization. Rather than proving the Jewish threat, such hyperbolic 
characterizations reveal the structures through which categories like gender and Jewishness are 
constructed.  
It is not enough, of course, to assert Exploralibus’s Jewishness without demonstrating in 
what ways Haywood codes him as such. As with Behn's narrator in Oroonoko, Exploralibus's 
Jewishness is coded through the contrast of the seen with the unseen, the public face with private 
actions and thoughts. Exploralibus draws a distinct line between his public and invisible 
personas: "Those who resolve to pursue" him when invisible "would in vain seek me at court-
balls,—city-feasts,—the halls of justice, or meetings for elections;—nor do I much haunt the 
opera or play-houses:—in fine,—I avoid all crouds, all mix'd assemblies, except the masquerade 
and Venetian balls" (1.16-17). The exceptions, then, to where Exploralibus wears his invisibility 
in public are those in which everyone dons a mask and performs a facsimile of invisibility. 
Presumably, masquerades allow people to indulge in the kinds of secret desires Exploralibus 
makes it his business to expose and so present a ripe opportunity for invisible spying.329 But, 
even as they expose the performative construction of class, gender, and sexuality—and race, 
 221 
when we add Jews to the mix—masquerades still retain a strong normative tendency, if only in 
the way they punish once the masquerade ends those who stray too far from acceptable social 
bounds.  
Like many women writers, Haywood routinely emphasized the dangerous way that 
masquerades encouraged socially disempowered people, especially women, to break the rules 
only to respond with disproportionately violent discipline. In volume II, for example, 
Exploralibus relates the story of his friends, Alexis and Matilda. Exploralibus has known Alexis 
since the happy newlyweds attend a masquerade and Exploralibus observes them circulate 
separately. The nature of the masquerade is such that once separated, they recognize each other 
only by their costumes, a shepherdess and a blue domino, respectively. Thus, it should come as 
no surprise that Matilda is lured away by a man who deliberately dons an identical blue mask. 
She is kidnapped, raped, and upon her return, rejected by her husband who can "regard her as no 
other than the ruin'd reliques of the woman once so dear to me" (2.223). After banishing Matilda 
to the country, Alexis falls into dissolution while her attacker's identity is never discovered. 
While this episode primarily emphasizes the dangers of masquerade for women and 
reveals Exploralibus's ethically suspect position as spectatorial voyeur,330 it also demonstrates the 
consequences of deviating too far from the social norm. Exploralibus does not interfere in 
Matilda's kidnapping because not only is he too fooled by the man in the blue mask, but also 
because he risks exposure if he does intervene. But what is it that Exploralibus fears to expose 
that he already does not reveal by happenstance? Even though he assures his readers that names 
are changed for their protection and to emphasize the reforming nature of his work, he reveals 
particular details that he knows only because his victims take his public persona into their 
confidence. In the case of Alexis, he acts as a family friend and claims to be the person who 
 222 
advised Alexis the most during Matilda's abduction, having directed him how to carefully word 
his missing persons advertisement for the papers so as not to reveal, and thus ruin, Matilda's 
identity. Careful readers—and Exploralibus wants his readers to be careful—could conceivably 
identify at least those characters with whom they are intimate, if not themselves. 
Exploralibus seems to have more to protect than just his "neck" should he be exposed and 
so it is worth examining more carefully the details he does reveal about himself, and which I 
argue mark his Jewishness through the way they make his public persona simultaneously 
invisible and threatening (1.17). In particular, Exploralibus claims that he "revere[s] regal 
authority" and is "a member of the establish'd church" (1.17). Buried as they are within 
Exploralibus's facetious discussion of where he will and will not use his belt, the earnestness of 
such claims proves dubious. But even in their ironic context—or perhaps because of it—these 
claims, seem especially revealing. The first claim, that of reverence for the crown, echoes the 
loyalty historically given by Jews to their host governments (which I discussed in chapter one). 
More tellingly, Exploralibus's insistence that he is a member of the established church reads like 
a standard expression of nominal Anglicanism, making his public persona nearly as invisible as 
his belt makes his private one. Exploralibus’s protestations that he will always “be found a lover 
of morality, and no enemy to religion or any of its worthy professors, or what sect or 
denomination soever” seem designed to put the reading public at ease with his covert presence—
if nothing else, he is one of them (1.20).  
However, the fact that he claims not only to not be an enemy to religion, but also to its 
practitioners implies just the opposite. What sort of harm could Exploralibus do to religious 
practitioners simply by being invisible? His comment accompanies his assurance that he will not 
wear his belt in church, which suggests readers should be concerned about his gaining some sort 
 223 
of secret knowledge and disseminating it to the general public via his periodical. As Exploralibus 
makes clear later, in the story of Flaminio and his daughter Isabinda, the secret good churchgoers 
need to protect is their failure to live up to the ideals they espouse, especially when they use 
religion as a cover for their own prejudices. Prior to relating the tale, Exploralibus frames it with 
a discussion of bigotry and superstition, playing on the multiple meanings of “bigotry,” which 
include both fanatical religious belief, and ignorance and intolerance:331   
Nothing is so desirable as religion,— nothing so truly amiable as piety;— what blessings 
does it not diffuse to all who are within the reach of its influence?— from it all other 
virtues are derived, and by it alone are enabled to act with vigour;— yet how often have 
we seen this heavenly quality perverted into its very opposite; and, from the spirit of 
meekness, benevolence, mercy, charity and universal love, become the spirit of pride, 
contention, envy, hatred and persecution;— like the arch-angel, who, standing nearest to 
the throne of glory, precipitated himself into the lowest hell. 
 Bigotry and superstition are the surest engines which the subtle enemy of mankind 
makes use of for our destruction;— all other crimes carry their stings with them; 
conscience reproaches us for doing amiss, and we fall not again into the like without 
extreme remorse and shame; but the man possess’d of this holy frenzy of the mind glorys 
in his perseverance, because he looks upon it as the highest virtue. 
 But this, indeed, is not an age in which errors of this nature much abound;— it has 
been much more the fashion of late years, for people to laugh at and contemn all the 
duties of religion, than to be too warm in the practice of any of them;— there are, 
however, some few examples of the contrary extreme, a melancholy proof of which I am 
now about to give (1.157). 
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Religious enthusiasm, Exploralibus contends, leads to the corruption of virtues and creates “the 
spirit of pride, contention, envy, hatred and persecution” (1.157). The two meanings run together 
in Exploralibus’ introduction to the story, and the ensuing development of the plot, to illustrate 
the interconnectedness of religious belief and practice to more secular, social issues. Haywood 
uses Flaminio’s religious hypocrisy to demonstrate how such beliefs undermine the foundations 
of familial relations, patriarchal authority, female virtue and agency.  
Flaminio and his daughter, Isabinda, seem to present an ideal family whose love for one 
another is based on mutual respect, reason, freedom of thought. Isabinda is an obedient daughter, 
but her obedience comes easily because her father "would never go about to force" her 
inclinations (1.159). Thus, when he reveals her suitor Lysimor, has offered for her hand, 
Isabinda, who loves Lysimor but has never revealed her feelings to either him or her father, says 
"Sir, I should never have entertained the least thoughts of marrying either him or any other man 
without having first received your commands to do so" (1.164). Everything appears to go well 
until suddenly Flaminio becomes melancholy and withdrawn, refusing to see Lysimor or his 
agents who have drawn up the wedding contracts. Finally, he tells Isabinda that he has canceled 
her engagement and instead intends to sacrifice her to a religious life in order to atone for his 
own sin of many years ago. When he was younger, he seduced and abandoned Harriet, whose 
ghost has returned, demanding he "Devote to heaven the dearest thing you have on earth" to 
make up for his "transgression" (1.172, 1.174). 
Flaminio has determined that he loves nothing more than his children and, having 
"examin'd well my heart, and find[ing] that of the two you sit the nearest there;—it is you 
therefore, my Isabinda, that is ordain'd to be the sacrifice;—and, like faithful Abraham, I must 
submit to lay my darling on the altar (1.173). Isabinda's brother, Adario, is abroad, providing a 
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convenient excuse for Flaminio to avoid sacrificing his son and heir. Flaminio's desire to atone 
for his sin is less about an honest reflection on the wrongs he has committed or a true spiritual, 
internal reconciliation and more about externalizing a solution that seemingly fixes things 
without requiring any actual thought or change on his part. Flaminio proves his hypocrisy in his 
willingness to sacrifice Isabinda since by doing so he obviates responsibility for the wrongs he 
committed. Isabinda is not the most important thing in his life; rather the most important thing is 
maintaining the status quo of his own comfort. 
Flaminio misapplies the story of Abraham and Isaac, to his own situation. In the Abraham 
story, God asks Abraham to sacrifice his most beloved son to God as a test of Abraham's faith 
and trust in the lord, not in order for Abraham to atone for any sin. In reality, the story of 
Solomon may be more appropriately applied to Flaminio's situation: when given the opportunity 
to make a true sacrifice, he chooses instead to sacrifice something external to himself. Like the 
woman who would sacrifice the life of the child in order to gain a small and spurious victory, 
Flaminio is willing to sacrifice the life and happiness of his daughter in order to superficially 
alleviate his guilt. Were Isabinda truly the thing (and is it important that Flaminio classifies her 
as a possession?) in the world to him, he would be unwilling to sacrifice her life on the altar of 
his own sins, just as the true mother was unwilling to win at the cost of her child's life. 
The story, of course, ends tragically, with Isabinda fleeing to Lysimor, who hides her 
away and seduces her. At the same time, he begins to court another woman with a larger fortune 
because his father reveals to him that he has mortgaged the estate “to discharge the debts your 
extravagant elder brother contracted before he died” (1.184). Flaminio dies of grief, leaving his 
lost daughter three thousand pounds in order “to keep her above the contempt of the word; and 
likewise, by the smallness of the portion, to keep her in perpetual remembrance of the false step 
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she had taken” (1.202). Upon returning home from abroad, Adario discovers Isabinda’s location 
and finds her pregnant and abandoned by Lysimor. He kills his former friend in a duel, and, 
being forced to leave the country to avoid prosecution, blames Isabinda for having driven “all the 
social joys of life, into an irksome banishment in a foreign land, him who might have been 
happy, if he had not been” her brother (1.221). After miscarrying from grief, Isabinda, rather 
ironically, becomes a nun. 
Exploralibus condemns Flaminio for causing his sins to be repeated upon his daughter, 
although he also condemns Isabinda for putting herself at the mercy of a man not her relative, 
and for not recognizing that her father could never force her to be a nun against her will, just as 
he could not force her to marry against her will:  
It is true, that her father might have confined her there a pensioner as long as he thought 
fit; but as this would not have answer’d his end in devoting her to the service of the 
church, by way of propitiation for his offense, there is no doubt to be made but that he 
would shortly have recall’d her home;—and, perhaps too, been convinced of his folly in 
attempting a thing so absurd in itself, as well as cruel to his daughter (1.190).  
Exploralibus takes pains to clarify that he remains sympathetic to Isabinda, which in today’s 
parlance might be called an attempt to avoid accusations of victim-blaming. In fact, Exploralibus 
does sympathize with Isabinda and makes clear that the men in her life have shirked personal 
responsibility in favor of bigotry and enthusiasm. Such behavior, ultimately, perpetuates the 
social, ethical and moral problems that religion purports to correct, including the corruption 
and/or theft of female virtue, the destruction of the family unit, and the corruption of systems of 
authority and governance—the same kinds of problems Jews were being accused of bringing to 
Britain should they become naturalized.  
 227 
Because the actors in this story are Catholic, we could read the critique strictly within an 
anti-Catholic framework. However, as Laura Rosenthal has shown, Haywood’s use of Catholic 
imagery holds more in common with the tropes of gothic romance, which figure Catholicism as 
an exotic framework and Catholics as an internally colonized other in addition to working as “an 
implicit comparison to Protestant ethics.”332 Because it figures Catholicism in this way, this 
episode makes explicit the mechanics and politics of the secret history that I discussed in chapter 
four. Here, it becomes apparent that these problems are systemic and cannot be corrected via 
quick fixes, scapegoats, or belief alone. The implicit comparison to Protestantism actually opens 
that religion to a critique as well by aligning the text’s politics with Enlightenment philosophy 
that questions religious mysticism and superstition in all its forms, and adheres to the idea that 
religion, properly applied, promotes “meekness, benevolence, mercy, charity and universal 
love”—qualities that ideally would prevent hyperbolic, xenophobic fears from taking root in 
debates about citizenship and naturalization (1.157).333 The fact that Haywood devotes four 
chapters, sixty-six pages, to this story, making it one of the text’s longer episodes, suggests its 
thematic importance to the narrative as a critique of social, political, and religious hypocrisy and 
corruption. As we will see later on, Exploralibus’s criticism of religious enthusiasm stands in 
direct contrast to his response to discussions he overhears about the Jew Bill, and even more, to 
those readers who write encouraging his support for the bill. As I will discuss in more detail 
below, Exploralibus says very little, even failing to take the letter writers to task for their smugly 
hyperbolic claims about how Jews will treat Christians once they take over the country.  
Exploralibus’s Jewishness seems most apparent in its dangerous masculinity. As an 
invisible spy, he poses a threat to British female virtue and subsequently to the structure of the 
British family. For, although he claims he plans to “rescue injur’d innocence from the cruel 
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attacks begun by envy and scandal, and propagated by prejudice and ill-nature,” he brags about 
his own ability to injure the innocence he intends to protect. His “chief delight,” he writes, “is in 
the drawing room of some celebrated toasts, whence I often steal into their bed-chambers;—but 
don’t be frighted, ladies,—I never carry my inspections farther than the ruelle” (1.20). Although 
he assures readers, specifically ladies, that he never carries his investigations “farther than the 
ruelle” Exploralibus’s comment carries an implicit threat that he could carry his inspection 
farther than the bounds of propriety if he should so choose. In fact, his very presence, invisible 
and voyeuristic, already exceeds the ruelle, and his assurance to his female readers implies he is 
well aware of that fact. His comment, therefore, seems designed to incite fear of an unknown 
attacker being able to take control of the very heart of British society—female virtue and the 
domestic space. By being able to infiltrate women's bedrooms and exploit them sexually, 
Exploralibus makes explicit his power over all levels of British society. His threat makes real the 
fear posed by the hysteria that Britain would wake up one day to find its men circumcised and 
converted into Jews. Or, in the case of The Invisible Spy, British women would be violated by a 
Jew and potentially become the mother to a Jew (notwithstanding the fact that Judaism 
traditionally follows the maternal line—in this case, Jewishness from any parent is enough to 
taint the family line). 
Exploralibus’ disregard for proper social boundaries severely undermines codes of 
civility by subverting the inviolability of the private space.334 Although he claims to do so for the 
purpose of moral reform, his tone in describing his actions, and his preferences for what he likes 
to observe, smacks of a fetishistic desire to catch women unaware and vulnerable rather than an 
earnest desire to benefit British society. The threat Exploralibus poses specifically targets the 
private sphere, which is what makes his actions so transgressive in the way that Pollock 
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describes. Even more, this private threat exposes the stakes of the battle over Jewish 
naturalization. targets a different sector of society than that rendered in anti-Jew Bill propaganda, 
but some elements are similar. The majority of prints, pamphlets, and newspaper articles depict 
Jews as hypermasculine, armed (if only with a circumcision knife), and ever-ready to conquer 
through circumcision and forced conversion. Their targets are public, such as in the satirical 
print, The Jews shaving the Parliament (figure 1), which shows a Jewish barber surgeon shaving 
an MP as gentile onlookers anxiously discuss their forthcoming circumcisions and other hail the 
new Jewish king, Solomon II. A rabbi waits in the background, hoping for permission to build a 
temple.  
 
Figure 1: Anon. The Iews Shaving the Par-l-m-t or the Knowg Ones Taken In. Etching and Engraving. 
245x348 mm. (London, circa 1753). Lettered with captions in the image, the title and 'Publish'd according 
to act of Parliamt: for Tim Barber at ye Dexterous Trimer over the Water'; annotated in ink on the recto 
'Jew Habitation Bill passed June 1753 Repealed Dec. 1753 on the motion of D. of Newcastle Vid Smollett 
Ch. III & XI'. © Trustees of the British Museum. Used with Permission. 
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Unlike the mohel in this print, Exploralibus attacks the private sphere in a covert manner, 
presenting an ever-ready and unrepentant threat to the private sphere. His comment to the ladies 
puts him in a similar, hyper-sexualized category to those Jews who would invade and effeminize 
British men via forced circumcision (akin in rhetorical function to castration). Here, the threat of 
rape posed by Exploralibus threatens to steal women and their potential progeny out from under 
the noses of British masculine authority, simultaneously effeminizing them and making their 
women unfit for marriage with worthy British men.  
I would like to turn now to the Bill itself and place The Invisible Spy and its narrator into 
its proper historic-political context, in particular within the panicked outrage that prompted the 
Jewish Naturalization Bill to be repealed within six months of its passage (it was passed in April 
and repealed in November).335 The Bill appeared upon first examination to be narrow in scope: it 
allowed Jews “to be naturalized by Parliament, without receiving the Lord’s Supper.”336 Instead, 
a Jew could take the Oaths of Supremacy and Allegiance. The process of naturalization, 
however, would still require a Jew to apply for naturalization via a private act of Parliament; the 
bill did not provide for a general naturalization and would only have impacted the wealthiest of 
England’s still small Jewish population.337 The purpose of the Bill, ultimately, was to allow the 
wealthiest of England’s Jewish merchants to avoid the additional taxes levied against foreign 
trade conducted by aliens living in England. At the same time, however, naturalization would 
also have allowed Jews to own land and granted them all of the rights available to a propertied 
male subject. Ultimately, its scope was much farther reaching than its supporters acknowledged. 
While proponents of the Bill argued that it would increase free trade and strengthen 
Britain’s economy, as well as Britain’s position as a nation where Toleration and Freedom of 
Conscience thrived, the Bill’s opponents argued that it threatened the very stability of the nation: 
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Jewish citizens would undermine Christianity, the English constitution, and the economy—the 
same arguments propounded by opponents to Jewish Resettlement in 1656. Jewish citizens 
would also imperil the foundations of British subjectivity, which was by this period entrenched 
in liberal notions of male property ownership. The most hysterical—or perhaps just the most 
cynical—anti-naturalization polemic tied the strength of the nation to the strength of British 
manhood, which it depicted as being unable to resist the force of invading Jewish masculinity, 
and which would overwhelm and circumcise English citizens in their beds.338 In this discourse, 
Jews are painted as hypermasculine, in direct contrast to most anti-Jewish stereotypes, which 
generally depicted Jewish men as overly-studious, emasculated, and effeminate. For example, an 
article in the violently Tory London Evening Post entitled "The Thirty-Fourth Chapter of 
Genesis" retells the rape of Dinah, casting the Britons as the Shechemites who allow themselves 
to be circumcised only to be murdered "whilst their Private Parts were sore."339 After Dinah’s 
brothers and father slew the men of Shechem, they plundered the city of both its wealth and its 
women.  
The print A Prospect of the New Jerusalem (figure 2), the left image in a broadside 
collection of prints and news clippings, shows a group of Jews looking out on London, renamed 
the New Jerusalem. In this image, the Jews are accompanied by a Judaized politician, who holds 
the naturalization bill in his hands while a devil cavorts with a bag of a half million pounds in the 
lower right corner. Noticeably, despite the characteristically anti-Semitic depiction of Jewish 
bodies—note the noses—it is difficult to tell the Jews from their recently converted brethren. The 
other print on this broadside, The Circumcised Gentiles, shows a set of newly circumcised 
politicians heading toward the general election in the newly renamed Jerusalem while stepping 
over the New Testament. The one leading the ass remarks “I don’t know how it fares with your 
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brother behind, but this I’m sure of, that, if circumcision agrees as ill with him as it does with 
me, he won’t keep his seat long.” Adorning his person are a bag of money and a circumcision  
 
Figure 2: Anon. The Jews Triump, and England's Fears, set forth.../The Circumcised Gentiles; Or, 
A Journey to Jerusalem. Two Broadsides printed on one sheet, woodcut and letterpress 453x567 
mm. (London: 1753). © Trustees of the British Museum. Used with Permission. 
salve. The man he addresses speaks with the stereotypically Jewish accent, saying “me am 
naturalize an I have converted my broder dat is behind me.” In his lap is another bag of money 
and box marked “Israel’s court plaister,” presumably to supplement the circumcision salve.  
The images are surrounded by reprints of poems, joke prophecies, false advertisement, 
and fake letters from well-known fictional and historical Jewish figures. "The Prophecies of 
Shylock," appearing to the left of A Prospect of the New Jerusalem, was one of many invocations 
of Shakespeare’s Jewish antagonist, who by this time had been thoroughly reimagined as a 
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Jewish scourge.340 In this "prophecy" Shylock encourages Jews to reclaim their lost homeland in 
response to God's vengeance against the English for trumped-up sins of immorality (the English 
are never named, per se, but are undoubtedly the target). In the lower right hand corner, a letter 
from Menasseh ben Israel encourages readers to re-elect politicians who voted for the bill and 
promises that Jews will be benevolent overlords because as "compassionate Hebrews” they  
“have this Nation’s Wealth really at Heart; and that to whatsoever Degree of Power they 
may arrive, they will endeavor to Surpass the Prudence of Joseph at the Court of Pharaoh; 
that they will ever zealously struggle for the Rights of the Crown and the Riches of the 
People, and that they will never cause any persons to be circumcised against their 
Consent; but will allow the old Natives of this Land all the Privileges, and give them all 
the Encouragement, they can reasonably expect.”341  
Immediately to the left of the fake ben Israel’s letter is an advertisement for a mohel, Moses Ben 
Amri, who offers circumcisions “in the Safest, Easiest, and most Expeditious Manner.”342 What 
we can take away from this collection, in addition to the concern that Parliament has sold British 
citizens out in exchange for personal wealth and power, is that once Jews were granted rights of 
citizenship, it would be impossible to differentiate them from any other Briton. This anxiety over 
who could be called British exceeded the bounds of the naturalization question. In reality, a good 
portion of England’s 8000 Jewish residents were already impossible to tell apart from their 
Christian counterparts. They had been there for decades—if not longer—had adopted English 
dress, speech and manners, and by the 1750s had begun moving away from London’s Jewish 
quarter into more fashionable parts of the city.343  
But this fear of being unable to tell friend from foe, Christian from Jew, foreigner from 
true-born Englishman is echoed by the anxiety Exploralibus’s readers express over his project, as 
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well as in the deception Exploralibus performs. Exploralibus could be anybody, male or female, 
Christian or Jew. He interacts with his subjects using his public face, which is particularly 
disturbing given his repeated invasion and exposure of his subjects’s privacy. In this regard, his 
behavior mimics the invisible threat of the assimilated Jew in the Jew Bill propaganda. As I’m 
now going to discuss, The Invisible Spy strongly suggests that this anxiety over Jews is 
misplaced.  
In returning now to The Invisible Spy, I begin by examining what it has to say about the 
bill. The text specifically refers to the Jew Bill multiple times, both in conversations Exploralibus 
overhears and reports and in letters written to him by his readers. The letters, the majority of 
which are in favor of the Bill and Exploralibus’s response to them seem to suggest the narrator’s 
antipathy toward Jewish naturalization. Take, for example, Exploralibus’s response to Judaicus, 
the pseudonym for a supposed Member of Parliament who writes a rather long letter in support 
of the bill. The letter begins by asserting that making private affairs public, even the private 
affairs of the nation, acts against the public’s best interest, mostly because vulgar uproars allow 
for no chance to amend the problem and because the public’s vote can be bought the same as a 
politician’s, given the right outlay of money. And, given the clamor over the bill, Judaicus claims 
as he urges Exploralibus not to talk about the bill in his periodical, his “constituents will be 
bought at a much higher price” than they otherwise would have if everyone just stopped talking 
about it. Judaicus ends his letter by suggesting that Exploralibus compare the laws of the Old and 
New Testaments, which will prove naturalization is a just cause. In response, Exploralibus 
writes: 
I am sorry this gentleman has given himself the trouble to write so long a letter to so little 
purpose; I am a very old fashion’d fellow, I revere the old testament, but endeavor to act 
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according to the precepts of the new, so consequently can be no friend to the profes’d 
enemies of it:—I shall take care, however, not to offend any member of the honourable 
house of common; —I shall be so wise at least while I keep in remembrance the state of 
M——y (2.7-8). 
Basically, Exploralibus refuses to engage a debate on the topic, leaving Judaicus’s letter—and his 
claim that public opinion is as corruptible as your average politician—to stand unchallenged.  
Exploralibus’s responses to the other letters regarding the Jew Bill are similar. To Shimei 
Benzara, a Jewish correspondent writing in favor of the Bill, he suggests that the writer see his 
response to Judaicus. Benzara’s letter seems particularly inflammatory. He forcefully condemns 
Christian hypocrisy that fetishizes the Old Testament but hates Jews, and Christians who “put 
religion quite out of the question, and yet cry out that their rights an properties will be invaded” 
once Jews, who “can be as good subjects and as merry companions as any Christian” are granted 
citizenship (2.15, 2.14). To arguments that Jews will encroach on the trade of Anglo-Britons, 
Benzara counters that a world with Jewish citizens competing on equal footing with Christians is 
simply a world in which healthy competition will separate the wheat from the chaff. He then 
goes on to suggest that if Christian tradesmen are forced to shut up their shops because they fail 
to remain competitive, Jewish citizens will be happy to employ them as journeymen or menial 
servants—that is if they aren’t “too proud or too lazy” to “earn [their] bread under” a 
“hospitable” Jewish roof (2.15). Aside from a sarcastic comment thanking Benzara for the 
“handsome provision he proposes for the trading part of my countrymen” and the 
aforementioned direction to see his response to Judaicus, Exploralibus has nothing more to say 
(2.16).  
He says more to Philotempo, who like Judaicus, begins by excoriating Exploralibus for 
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his spying and what he calls Exploralibus’s “dabbling” in politics. Philotempo advocates a 
general naturalization on the basis of Christian charity to include “Turks, pagans, Jews,” and 
“atheists.” He then suggests that strong Jewish soldiers, “robust in body and humble in mind,” 
are necessary to defend “the people of England,” who are “of latter years, extremely indolent,” 
especially “the meaner sort” who are “lazy, proud, and luxurious, to an excess, chusing rather to 
steal or beg, than work for moderate wages”—certainly not virile enough to protect themselves. 
Philotempo ends his letter with apologies for not including a bribe, but since he’s a member of 
the lower house, the majority of his “ready-money” has been spent trying to “stem the torrent of 
popular resentment.” 
Exploralibus responds that luckily, publication was delayed until the election had passed, 
so he will refrain from taking Philotempo to task in a way that would be “highly improper.” And 
really, how dare Philotempo accuse him of using his invisibility to dabble in politics—he is just 
here to entertain, and for anyone who dislikes what he does, Exploralibus can only wish that he 
“be preserved from falling into the spleen or hypochondriac, by discharging on [Exploralibus] all 
the ill nature he is posses’d of.” In this way, Exploralibus neatly avoids responding seriously to 
any of the letters. In part, the letters themselves do enough to undermine their own arguments. 
they are insulting, they revel in their corrupt politics, and in the case of Benzara, perform the 
threatening hypermasculinity the opposition feared. But at the same time, the letters’s calling out 
of hypocrisy resonates with Exploralibus’s own stated purpose “to pluck off the mask of 
hypocrisy from the seeming saint,” and Exploralibus fails to counter those claims, choosing 
instead to focus on singular arguments and deflect with sarcasm.  
Exploralibus’s actions have two explanations: the first is that he knows very well that he 
has nothing to fear. He knows that the propaganda is a cynical smokescreen, and even more 
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importantly, he knows that Jews are no threat to him, his foreskin, or a British lady’s maidenly 
virtue. The only other Jewish character in the text illustrates this fact. In this vignette, 
Exploralibus observes Ruben, a Jewish importer come to visit Lady Allmode, his good client. 
She greets him pleasantly, congratulates him on the passage of the Bill, and assures him that, 
unlike the common rabble, his people have the support of the aristocracy and the gentry. As a 
lady of fashion, she knows Jews are “useful members of the commonwealth” because they “deal 
in everything” (2.107). As Ruben converses it is clear he speaks with the stereotypical broken 
English Jews were often depicted using during the period (see figure 1 above), in contrast to 
Haywood’s other Jewish characters in her earlier amatory novella the Fair Hebrew and the letter 
writer Benzara. As Lady Allmode’s Abigail, Pinup, escorts Ruben from the room, “the goatish 
Jew” grabs her up in his arms and smothers her with kisses (2.108). She struggles and escapes, 
wipes her mouth and spits, and cries “I wonder at your impudence, Mr. Ruben,—do you think I 
would be pull'd and haul'd about by a Jew?" (2.108). When he offers her a present if she'll submit 
to his assault, Pinup tells him quite literally to go hang himself and his present. And, that if he 
does not leave she will have him escorted off the premises. Rather than persist, Ruben beats a 
hasty retreat. Ruben tries and fails to exert the threatening masculinity that the papers attribute to 
him, but his position as a Jew—which Haywood makes clear through the use of obvious markers 
of difference—is too precarious. He cannot afford to be accused of rape, even living as he does 
in a culture that systematically punishes women for their sexual desire and blames them for 
falling victim to forced seductions. 
But Ruben is not the real danger in this situation. Exploralibus's presence reveals in this 
moment just how dangerous his invisibility makes him. As Ruben flees, Exploralibus remarks 
that "as Pinup was between us, and the passage we were in very narrow, it was impossible for me 
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to slip by, without being felt either by the one or the other" (2.109). Exploralibus, then, is as 
close to Pinup as her assaulter, but she has no idea he's there. Not only has Exploralibus failed to 
intervene in an attempted rape, but he is in a position to rape Pinup himself. He could simply 
reach out and touch her, and she would never see him coming. 
This brings me to the second reason Exploralibus refuses to engage the Jewish Question. 
While the marked Jew is easily turned away, Exploralibus, the silent spectator and invisible spy, 
witnesses everything. And while we can and certainly should read his lack of intervention as 
disturbing, when we read his failure to act in the light of his potential Jewishness, we see also 
that Pinup has nothing to fear. For, to assault her would be to expose himself, to abandon the 
safety his invisibility grants him and open himself to the same abuse Ruben suffers. And, while 
Ruben the Jew is easily fended off, Exploralibus exposes over and over again the violent danger 
gentleman of “good family, great worth, and opulent estate” pose to women, as he does with 
Cleanthes, who nearly drowns his wife in the Serpentine because he suspects her of infidelity. In 
his failure to intervene, then, Exploralibus may be no better than the men he exposes, but he is 
also not worse. In fact, in his threateningly sexual invisibility, he is simply one cog in the corrupt 
patriarchal system that Haywood spent her career condemning.  
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